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CASES 


ARGUED AND DETERMINED 
IN THE 


SUPREME COURT 


OF 


NORTH CAROLINA 


AT RALEIGH 


FEBRUARY TERM, 1892 


WILLIAM JOHNSTON v. A. J. DERR, ADMINISTRATOR. 
| Hvidence—-Fraud—Mistake. 


In an action to recover the amount due upon a note executed by husband and 
wife, the husband alleged, by way of defense, that he affixed his name to 
the instrument only for the purpose of signifying his assent to its execu- 
tion by his wife, and that his name, as joint obligor, was the result of 
mistake on the part of the draftsman, or was procured by the fraud of 
the payee: Held, that evidence tending to show that the land, for the 
purchase of which the note was ‘given, was subsequently conveyed to the 
wife; that the wife was a free trader; that the payee failed to present 

‘ the claim to the administrator of the husband within the time prescribed 
by law; that at the time of the execution of the note the husband was ill 
from a disease which soon afterwards resulted in death, was incompetent 
to establish the allegations of fraud and mistake. 


APPEAL, at February Term, 1891, of Mackiensuns, from M errt- 
mon, J. | 

Action to recover money due on a joint promissory bond ( 2 ) 
executed by Mrs. M. K. Barkley and her husband, James A. . 
| Barkley, the intestate of the defendant Derr. J udgment was rendered 
against Mrs. Barkley. The defendant administrator, in his answer, 
relied upon the defense that the bond was signed by his intestate only 
for the purpose of signifying his assent, in writing, to his wife’s prom- 
ise, and that it was erroneously drawn as a joint bond by the mistake 
of the draftsman, or procured to be so drawn by the fraud of the 
plaintiff. 

Judgment. for plaintiff, and defendant appealed. The other material 
facts are stated in the opinion. 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [110 
JOHNSTON Vv. DERR. 


P. D. Walker for plaintiff. 
Clarkson & Duls (by brief) for defendant. 


Davis, J. The execution of the bond is admitted, but the defendant 
administrator says “that the plaintiff had the bond and other papers 
prepared and sent to Mrs. Barkley, and that by mistake or inadvert- 
ence of the draftsman, or by fraudulent direction of the plaintiff, the 
said bond was erroneously drawn; that the mark of defendant’s intes- 
tate was made to said bond . . . upon the statement made to him that 
it was not his bond, but he must sign it to give force and effect to his 
wife’s signature thereto, and that he was thus fraudulently induced to 
sign the same in ignorance of its contents, and he asks that the same be 
reformed and corrected.” 

The execution of the bond being admitted, the burden is on the de- 
fendant to show the alleged fraud or mistake. 

Upon an examination of the record, we are unable to find any evi- 
dence of fraud or mistake sufficient to go to the jury; on the contrary, 
the evidence offered by the defendant himself, if believed, precludes 
even a suspicion of mutual mistake or fraud on the part of the plain- 

tiff, for it appears from that evidence that the bond was not 
(8 ) prepared by the plaintiff, as alleged, or at his instance, and sent 

to Mrs. Barkley, but it was prepared by the defendant’s own 
agent and executed before Mr. Williams, a justice of the peace, at the 
house of the defendant, and that the plaintiff was not present. He 
gave no direction about the matter, but the original obligation to make 
title was to the husband, and at the request of the defendant’s intes- 
tate, as appears from the testimony offered by him, this was changed 
and title made to Mrs. Barkley, and the plaintiff took notes and a 
mortgage on the land to pay for it. The bond declared on is executed 
jointly by Mrs. Barkley and her husband, and upon its face purports 
to be a joint promise or obligation to pay money; but the defendant 
administrator says the promise by the husband to pay was made by 
mistake or procured by fraud, and his signature was only to signify his 
consent to his wife’s promise, ‘and he cites numerous authorities to show 
that a married woman cannot bind herself by an executory contract 
except in the mode prescribed by law. This will be conceded, and needs 
no discussion. But that does not show that the husband cannot make 
a joint promise with his wife, and the question before us is not whether 
Mrs. Barkley is bound by her promise, but whether the husband made 
and was bound by his joint promise.. He certainly was under no dis- 
abilities, and could both consent in writing to his wife’s promise and 
join in the promise, which he did, as appears from the bond. 

. | 
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Counsel say that his Honor erred in excluding the question, “What 
did Johnston do with the land?” (asked for the purpose of showing 
that the trade was that of the wife, and not of the husband). We are 
unable to conceive how the question, or any answer that can possibly 
be given to it, can tend to show that there was mistake or fraud in the 
execution of the bond to the plaintiff. The land, at the request of the 
defendant’s intestate, was conveyed to the wife, and the note and mort- 
gage taken by the plaintiff to secure payment, and the papers so 


executed speak for themselves, and the question was properly ( 4 ) 
excluded as wrelevant | 


te ce. —_—me Was FP ew 


It is alleged that his Honor erred in permitting the plaintiff to show 
that Mrs. Barkley was a free trader. We are unable to see how it was 
immaterial, upon the question of fraud or mistake in the execution of 
the bond by the husband, whether she were a free trader or not; but 
_ the defendant insisted that his intestate signed the bond only to signify 
his assent to his wife’s promise, and the evidence was offered to show 
that, being a free trader, his assent was not necessary. At all events, 
we cannot see how any injury or wrong was done to the defendant by 
showing the fact that she was a free trader; he was not prejudiced 
thereby, and the exception cannot be maintained. 

It is further insisted for the plaintiff that the judge below erred in 
refusing to allow him to show that the plaintiff failed to present the 
claim for payment after he had advertised for claims to be presented 
against the estate of his intestate as required by law. It is not relied 
upon as a defense, in the answer, that the claim was not presented for 
payment within the time prescribed, but the defendant insists that it 
is evidence that the plaintiff did not consider James A. Barkley liable 
on the bond. The bond speaks for itself, but it 1s conceded, as con- 
tended by the defendant, that it may be attacked for fraud, or cor- 
rected by the court in case of mutual mistake; but we are unable to see 
how the evidence tends to show fraud or mistake, and there was no 
error in excluding it. 

The defendant says there was error in excluding the declarations of 
James A. Barkley, made at the time of the execution of the bond, while 
he was sick. His Honor said he had no recollection of any question — 
calling for .the declaration, but that the defendant, in his case on 
‘appeal, might have the benefit of it, as asked and excluded. Plaintiff’s 
counsel insists that an exception cannot be taken in this way. Without 
expressing any opinion as to the action of his Honor, who was 
manifestly fair in settling the case on appeal, the papers were ( 5 ) 
prepared and executed by the defendant’s intestate in the absence _ 
of the plaintiff and sent to him, and we cannot see how declarations 
‘made in his absence would be competent to show mistake or fraud on 
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the part of the plaintiff. It is not alleged in the pleadings, nor is it 
pretended, that James A. Barkley was, from sickness or any other cause, 
incapable of executing the bond sued on; and the question was incom- 
petent. No such declarations made, in the absence of the payee, by the 
maker of a note payable at a future day can be heard to invalidate | 
the note. | 

Counsel for the defendant laid much and earnest stress upon the fact 
that James A. Barkley “was in the last stage of Bright’s disease of the 
kidneys,” and it is insisted that he would not make a promise to pay 
under such circumstances. ‘It is shown by the defendant’s own witness 
that his intestate executed the bond at his own house in the absence of 
the plaintiff, and we are unable to see how his sickness could tend to 
prove mistake or fraud on the part of the plaintiff. 

There is no error of which the defendant can complain. 

No error. | 


( 6) 
J. W. B. WATSON v. W. T. SMITH, Truster. * 


Remainder—Assignment of Contingent 
Interest. 


Will—Executory Devise 


1. A testamentary disposition will never be construed to be an executory 
devise if it is possible to give it effect as a remainder. 


2. Under a devise to W. for life, and at his death to such child or children of 
W. that might then be living, and should he die without issue, then to 
G., concurrent contingent remainders were created for the use of the 
children of W. and the said G., the latter to take effect in the event the 
limitation to the former should fail to take effect. 


3. An assignment of an interest in an executory devise or contingent remain- 
der will be enforced in equity, if free from fraud and founded upon a 
valuable consideration. 


Controversy submitted without action at Spring Term, 1892, of 
Wake; Connor, J. 

The question presented arose in the construction of item 15 of the 
will of Dr. J. O. Watson, which was in the following words: 

“Lastly, all the rest and residue of my estate, real and personal, not 
herein and hereby disposed of with effect, I do hereby devise and be- 
queath as follows: After paying all of my just debts, legacies, and 
funeral expenses, and the charges for settling my estate and executing 
this will, I give the whole unto my nephew, John W. B. Watson, to 
have and to hold to him and his use for and during the term of his life, 
and at his death the said estate, both real and personal, shall belong to 
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such child or children of the said John W. B. Watson as may be living 
at his death, or the issue of any child who may predecease him. And 
if the said John W. B. Watson should: die without issue living at his 
death, then the said estate, both real and personal, shall belong in fee 
simple and be equally divided amongst George W. Watson, 
Willam H. Watson, Henry B. Watson, and Owen L. Dodd, and ( 7 ) 
their heirs forever.” 

His Honor being of opinion with the plaintiff, gave judgment accord- 
ingly, and the defendant trustee appealed. | 


G. V. Strong for plaintiff. 

| PF. H. Busbee for defendant. 
e 

Sueruerp, J. The particular provision in the will of J. O. Watson, 
the construction of which is involved in this controversy, is by no means 

a stranger to this Court. In Watson v. Watson, 56 N. C., 400, the 
Court declared that the land being limited. by way of contingent remain- 
der to persons not an esse, it had no power to order -a sale for the pur- 
pose of converting it into more beneficial property. In Watson v. 
Dodd, 68 N. C., 598, it was held that the contingent interest of one of 
the devisees expectant upon the death of the life tenant without issue 
could not be subjected to the payment of his debts. The question now 
presented is whether the interests of such devisees are assignable by 
deed, either in law or equity. The limitation was to John W. B. 
Watson for life, and at his death to such child or children of the said 
John as might then be living; but should he die without issue living 
at his death, then to be equally divided between George W. Watson, 
William H. Watson, Henry B. Watson, and Owen L. Dodd, and their 
heirs forever. What interests did these last named persons aks under 
the will? In the first of the cases above cited it was said that the 
limitation was to John for life, with a contingent remainder to such of 
his children as might be living at his death, and that the persons above 
mentioned were to take by way of executory devise in the event of a 
failure of issue upon the death of the life tenant. 

In the latter case it was suggested, though not eee that ( 8 
the limitation to these persons was a contingent remainder. In 
this view we entirely concur. An executory devise is strictly such a 
limitation of a future estate or interest in lands as the law admits in 
the ease of a will, though contrary to the rules in lhmitations in con- 
veyances at common law; but it is never construed to be such if it is 
possible that it should take effect as a remainder. Fearne Con. Rem., 
368, 393. The limitation in question does not take effect after the 
limitation to the expectant issue, but’ upon the regular determination 
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of the particular life estate, and therefore must be a remainder. It is 
irue that the limitation to the issue is also a remainder in fee, and it 
is a rule of law that no remainder can be limited after a fee; but, as 
we have seen, the other limitation is not expectant upon the determina- 
tion of the estate limited to the issue, but upon the determination of 
the estate of the life tenant without issue. | 
In Goodright v. Dunham, 1 Doug., 265, the will was in these words: 
“T give my messuage, etc., to my son, J. §., for life, and after his death 
unto all and every his children equally, and to their heirs; and in case 
he dies without issue, I give the said premises unto my two daughters 
and their heirs, equally to be divided between them.” It was deter- 
mined that “both devises were contingent remainders in fee.” See, also, 
Loddington v. Kyme, 1 Ld. Raymond, 203; Bannister v. Carter, 3 Bro. 
Parl. Ca., 64. Goodright v. Dunham, supra, is exactly in point. As in 
our case, the limitation is of two concurrent fees by way of remainder 
as substitutes or alternatives, one for the other, the latter to take effect 
in case the prior one should fail to vest in interest, and it is ealled a 
limitation by way ef remainder on a contingency with a double aspect. 
In deference to the discussion of counsel, and in view of the appar- 
ently conflicting judicial utterances upon the subject, we have deemed 
it best to determine the precise character of the limitation; but 
( 9 ) we really do not see how it is essential to a proper disposition of 
this case. Taking the limitation to be either a contingent 
remainder’ or an executory devise, we are of opinion that the interest 
of George W. Watson and others was at least “a possibility coupled 
with an interest” (Watson v. Dodd, supra), and its assignment for a 
valuable consideration and free from fraud or imposition, while void 
in law, will be upheld in equity. In the above case, Pearson, C. J., 
seems to consider that it is an executory contract, which will be specifi- 
cally enforced upon the happening of the contingency upon which the 
remainder is to vest. It is possible that he had in mind the assignment 
of a mere possibility, such as the expectancy of an heir at law, as in 
McDonald v. McDonald, 58 N. C., 211. In Bodenhamer v. Welch, 89 
N.-C., 78, it is held that such an interest may be assigned (we suppose 
that an equitable assignment is meant), and we are of the same opinion ; 
but even if this were not so, it is clear that the assignment in question, 
if treated as an executory contract, may be specifically enforced against 
the assignors and their heirs, should the life tenant die without issue; 
and this is all that is necessary (according to the stipulations in the case 
agreed) to entitle the plaintiff to the relief he asks. 
The plaintiff, the life tenant, has by the assignment acquired an 
equitable right to the interest of the said remaindermen. He is a single ~ 
gentleman, about 80 years of age, and the defendant is willing to take 
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the risk of his marrying and leaving issue, provided the assignment of 
the remaindermen is effectual to bind them and their heirs. We have 
seen that such 1s its effect, and the judgment must be 


Affirmed. 


Cited: Foster v. Hackett, 112 N. C., 555; Clark v. Coz, 115 N. C., 
96; Whitesides v. Cooper, tb., 574; Taylor v. Smith, 116 N. C., 534; 
Wright v. Brown, 1b., 28; Brown v. Dail, 117 N. C., 43; Bird v. Galltam, 
121 N. C., 828; Sain v. Baker, 128 N. C., 258; Gray v. Hawkins, 133 
N. C., 4; Bowen v. Hackney, 186 N. C., 192; Kornegay v. Miller, 137 
N. C., 662; Smith v. Moore, 142 N. C., 299; Beacom v. Amos, 161 
N. C., 367; Hobgood v. Hobgood, 169 N. C., 490; James v. Hooker, 172 
N. C., 782, 783; University v. Markham, 174 N. C., 348; Thompson »v. 
Humphrey, 179 N. C., 52; Bourne v. Farrar, 180 N. C., 187. 


( 10 ) 


c. P. VANSTORY v. A. G. THORNTON. 


C onstitution—H omestead—J urisdiction. 


1. It is the purpose of the Constitution in providing a homestead that the 
homesteader shall have secured to him, as against his creditors gener- 
ally, real property not exceeding in value $1,000. 


2. When a homestead has once been duly allotted, its character in respect to 
value and extent becomes thereby fixed, and cannot be changed by subse- 
quent allotment. 


3. But when the homestead has once been souieuaten: and the homesteader 
subsequently puts substantial improvements thereon in the form of 
buildings, whereby a value much greater than $1,000 is imparted to the 
property, his creditors have the right to have the money or property so 
placed on the homestead applied to the satisfaction of their debts. 


4, The right of the creditor to proceed against the property so added to the 
homestead is not by execution, but by an action invoking the equitable 
jurisdiction of the courts. 


Action, heard upon complaint and demurrer at May Term, 1891, of 
Organ as Armfield, J. 

The complaint alleges, in substance, that the defendant’s homestead 
and personal property exemption were duly laid off to him on 20 April, 
1885; that the homestead embraced the land specified; that afterwards 
the dwellings and buildings so laid off were burned and destroyed; that: 
at the time of the said laying off the plaintiff was not a creditor of the 
defendant; that after such buildings were so burned and destroyed, the 
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? 


defendant erected on the said homestead land a large and valuable 
dwelling-house, making the land and dwelling thereon of the value of 
$2,500; that afterwards the plaintiff obtained his judgment for $978.20, 
and interés! and costs in the Superior Court of the county of Cumber- 
land, against the defendant and another, and the same was duly 

docketed on 6 May, 1889; that this judgment has not been paid; 
(11) that an execution was issued thereupon, and the same had been 

returned unsatisfied; that the said land and premises have not, 
in. legal effect, ever been laid off to the defendant as and for his home- 
stead; that the plaintiff never had any notice of the laying off of the 
same; that the improvements on the said land have been placed there 
since ‘the laying off of the said homestead, ete. The plaintiff demands 
judgment that the defendant’s homestead be reappraised and laid off 
to him, and that any surplus of the premises be sold to satisfy the 
plaintiff’s said judgment, and for general relief, ete. 

The defendant demurs to the complaint, and assigns as ground of his 
demurrer that the said premises were laid off to him, as appears by the 
complaint, on 20 April, 1885, as and for his homestead, and he is enti- 
tled to have the same exempt from sale under execution or other final 
process, etc., by virtue of the Constitution, etc. The court sustained 
the demurrer, and gave Judgment accordingly. The plaintiff excepted 
and Append: 


T. H. Sutton for plarnteff. 
RB. P. Buxton for defendant. 


Merrrimon, ©. J., after stating the case: The Constitution (Art. X, 
sec. 2) provides that “every homestead and the dwellings and buildings 
used therewith, not exceeding in value $1,000, to be selected by the 
owner thereof, or in lieu thereof, at the option of the owner, any lot 
in a city, town, or village, with the dwelling and buildings used thereon, 
owned and occupied by any resident of this State, and not exceeding 
the value of $1,000, shall be exempt from sale under execution or other 
final process obtained on any debt,” ete. Thus the Constitution defines 

and limits what shall constitute the homestead in this State exempt 
| from sale under execution or other final process. Such exemp- 
(12) tion does not extend to certain excepted cases, that need not be 
mentioned particularly here. The Code, secs. 502, 524, pre-— 
scribes how this homestead shall be valued and laid off to the person 
entitled to have the same. 

It is to be observed, in the present connection, that a distinct and 
lear part of the purpose of the clause above recited is to provide that 
the homestead, wherever situate, and the dwelling and buildings used 
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therewith, shall be so exempt; but such exemption does not extend to 
the whole of the debtor’s homestead, unless it be of value less than 
$1,000. ‘The provision is express and clear in its terms that the home- 
stead is so exempt, “not exceeding in value $1,000, to be selected by the 
owner thereof.” He is entitled to have and enjoy that much, not more, 
of his homestead, exempt from such sale for the time and in the way 
prescribed. 

When and as soon as his homestead so exempt is valued and com- 
pletely laid off to him, it is permanently ascertained and established, 
and cannot “thereafter be set aside or again laid off by another cred- 
itor.” The Code, secs. 504, 523; Gulley v. Cole, 96 N. C., 441; Gulley 
v. Cole, 102 N. C., 333; Thornton v. Vanstory, 107 N. C., 331. It is 
so established as to extent and value, as well as in other respects, and 
cannot be extended as to quantity or, enlarged as to value by a revalu- _ 
ation under the statute or otherwise, because the Constitution expressly 
provides and declares that it shall not exceed the value specified, not 
simply at the time of valuation, but ever thereafter while the exemption 
prevails. The purpose is to exempt that much, and no more. There is 
nothing in the terms of the clause of the Constitution above recited, or 
in the nature of its purpose, or in the statute pertinent, that suggests 
or implies any purpose to give the debtor 1m any way or manner a larger 
exemption from such sale than that expressed with so much clearness 
and precision in the Constitution. ‘There is certainly nothing appear- 
ing, in terms or by reasonable implication, that makes manifest 
a purpose to allow the debtor to erect for any purpose buildings ( 13 ) 
of great value on the land so exempt, and thus enhance its value 
_ three, five, ten, or one hundredfold, and by such means shield such prop- 
erty from his creditors. The fair, Just, and reasonable implication is 
that the homestead exempt must continue substantially as to its value 
as it was at the time it was laid off to the debtor. Otherwise, he might 
have and enjoy the exemption of a homestead of the value of $2,000 or 
$10,000, instead of simply $1,000. To allow more would be to defeat 
the just purpose of the Constitution and subvert common justice. 

When, therefore, the defendant constructed upon the land laid off to 
him as his homestead, exempt from sale under execution or other final 
process, a dwelling-house or other buildings that became part of the 
Jand, thus making it of much greater value than $1,000, he did so in 
his own wrong as to his creditors, including the plaintiff. The law 
does not allow him to have and enjoy a homestead as against his cred- 
itors of greater value than $1,000. The property, including money, 
that he had beyond his homestead and personal property exemptions he 
was bound to apply to the payment of his debts. Hence, the plaintiff. 
is entitled to have so much of the property as he had placed upon and 
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made part of his homestead as substantially made the land of greater 
value than $1,000 applied to the satisfaction of his debt so far as the 
same may be adequate for the purpose. As we have seen, the defendant — 
could not shield his property, whether money or other things, from the 
just demands of the plaintiff by making it part of his homestead. 

It is not to be understood, however, that the homestead may be dis- 
turbed for slight enhancement of its value, as by ordinary repairs, 
slight improvements, such as clearing land in the usual course of hus- 
bandry, and the like. Such increase must be substantial and extraordi- 

nary to warrant interference such as that here indicated. 
(14) The plaintiff cannot, however, enforce his demand by the 

ordinary process of execution against property, because the home- 
stead of the defendant is not liable to sale under such execution, and the 
sheriff cannot see and sell such part of the defendant’s property as he 
improperly, as to the plaintiff, put upon and made part of his home- 
stead. .This must, in some appropriate way, be ascertained and sold 
before it can be applied to the payment of the plaintifi’s debt. The de- 
fendant admits, by his demurrer, for the present purpose, that he has 
substantially increased the value of his homestead, to the prejudice of 
the plaintiff. He thus admits that he has property that he unjustly 
refuses to apply to the satisfaction of the plaintifi’s judgment. He has 
property that he ought to so apply, and he refuses to do so. 

Tf it shall turn out that the defendant has increased the value of his 
homestead to the prejudice of the plaintiff, as the latter alleges, the 
court will have power to direct ‘all proper accounts to be taken, to 
appoint commissioners to ascertain what additional value has been im- 
parted to the homestead by the improvements placed upon it, and to 
direct a sale of the excess as to the best advantage of the parties. If 
some part of the land must be sold, it will be because of the wrongful 
conduct of the defendant. He cannot justly complain at this course of 
equitable procedure, because he, in his own wrong as to the plaintiff, 
put his property, which he ought to have devoted to the satisfaction of 
the plaintiff’s judgment, upon his homestead in such way as to confuse 
and confound the same with the homestead. He cannot be allowed to 
take advantage of his own wrong. The court, in the exercise of its 
chancery jurisdiction, has ample power to reach his property within its © 
jurisdiction subject to the payment of his debts, however situate or in 
whatever condition, and apply the same to such purpose in appropriate 

cases. | aa 
(15) No doubt, the Legislature might provide a statutory remedy 
to meet cases like the present one. That it has not seen fit to do 
- go cannot abridge the jurisdiction of a court of equity to grant such 
relief in the way we have indicated. 
10 
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There is error. The judgment. must be reversed and the demurrer 
overruled, and further proceedings had in the action in accordance with 
this opinion. | 

Error. 


Cited: 8. ¢., 112 N. C., 202, 208; Shoaf v. Frost, 116 N. C., 677; 
S.c., 121 N. C., 258; McCaskill v. McKinnon, 125 N. C., 184; Sash 
Co. v. Parker, 153 N. C., 133. 
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JAMES ADAMS, ApministrAtTor, v. HENRY HOWARD, ET AL. 


Admimstration—Sale of Land for ESSE ea CMA TNCETS ClTY 
Aside Sales. 


An administrator in 1860 filed a petition to sell Jand for assets; the heirs of 
the intestate were made parties, the infants being represented by 
guardian ad litem; license was granted to sell subject to widow’s dower, 
and the land not covered by dower was sold, report made, and sale con- 
firmed. In 1866, without further orders or notice—the guardian ad -litem 
having died—the administrator sold the reversion in the land covered 
by the dower, the heirs at law being present, but the record did not show 
any report or confirmation. The proceeding had never been transferred 
to the Superior Court; but in 1882 the purchaser filed a petition stating 
the facts and asking an order amending the record nunc pro tunc, and 
for confirmation, which was granted. The heirs were not parties to this 
petition. It appeared that the sale and purchase were in good faith, and 
the proceeds properly applied in the administration. In 1891 the heirs 
made a motion to set aside the sale: Held— 


1, That the sale in 1866 was authorized by the license of 1860. 


2. That while there was irregularity in the failure to report and confirm the 
sale of the reversion, and the heirs at law should have been made parties 
to the proceeding to amend and confirm in 1882, yet the court, under the 
circumstances, did not commit error in refusing to set aside the sale. 


Morton to set aside sale of lands, heard upon appeal from ( 16 ) 
clerk, by Whitaker, J., at October Term, 1891, of Waxe. 

It appears that David Smith died in the county of Wake about Octo- 
ber of 1860, and James Adams was appointed and qualified as adminis- 
trator of his estate; that at November Term, 1860, of the late court of 
pleas and quarter sessions of said county the said administrator filed 
his petition against the heirs at law of his intestate to obtain a license 
to sell all the intestate’s real estate, subject to his widow’s dower, to 
make assets to pay debts. Four of these heirs were then above the age 
of 21 years; several others were infants of tender years, and the clerk 
of the court was appointed guardian ad litem for them. The adult 
heirs accepted service of the petition and the clerk, as guardian, accepted 
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service thereof for his wards. The prayer of the petitioner was allowed ; 
the administrator sold the land, except the reversion of the dower land, 
reported the sale, and the same was confirmed, the purchase money 
afterwards paid, and the administrator directed to make title to the 
purchaser, which he did. 

In 1866 the administrator, not haying sold the reversion in the land 
allotted to the widow for her dower, without further order sold the 
same after due advertisement, and Rufus Smith, one of the heirs, pur- 
chased the same in good faith for the fair price of $200, and paid the 
same. There was no report of this sale to the court, so far as appears 
of record, and there was no service of notice of the same on the defend- 
ants; the guardian of the infants was then dead. After such sale Rufus 
Smith sold and assigned his bid to Moses C. Utley'in good faith and 
for a fair price. | 

The proceeding in the court of pleas and quarter sessions was never 
formally transferred to the Superior Court, as allowed by the statute 
(The Code, sec. 944), but on 3 October, 1882, the said Moses C. Utley, 

assignee of the said Rufus Smith, filed his petition in the Supe- 
(17) rior Court of said county, before the clerk thereof, stating sub- 

stantially the facts above stated; that the said sale of 1866 was, 
in fact, reported and confirmed by the court, and praying that the pro- 
ceeding m the court of pleas and quarter sessions be transferred to the 
Superior Court; that the record be amended nunc pro tunc as to the 
report of the last mentioned sale and the confirmation thereof, and that 
the administrator be directed to make title to him, etc. The clerk, 
having heard evidence and found the facts, allowed the motion to 
amend, ete. 

The defendants, except Rufus Smith, moved as heirs at law, before 
the Clerk of the Sancrce Court on 16 April, 1891, to vacate aad set 
aside the last mentioned order of the clerk. The said Moses C. Utley 
resisted this motion, and made a counter motion that the record as to 
the said sale made by the administrator in 1866 be amended, if need be, 
ete. The clerk heard divers affidavits on both sides, found ‘ie facta, and 
made his order thereon as follows: 

“In consideration of the foregoing facts, which are found by the 
court from the inspection of the record and the affidavits filed: in the 
cause, it is adjudged that the motion to vacate and set aside the order 
made by Charles D. Upchurch, clerk, on 3 October, 1883, be not 
allowed, and that the proceeding for that purpose, instituted by defend- 
ants, be.dismissed, and the costs of the same be taxed against them.” 

The defendants appealed to the judge, who, in term-time, approved 
the findings of fact by the clerk and affirmed his judgment. The de- 
fendants, except Rufus Smith, excepted and appealed to this Court.. 
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R. H. Battle and 8. F. Mordecai for plaintrff. 
J.B. Batchelor and 8. G. Ryan for defendants. 


_ Mexrrimon, C. J. According to the pertinent statutes and practice 
prevailing at the time the plaintiff filed his petition to obtain a license 
to scll all the land of his intestate to make assets to pay debts, the 
late court of pleas and quarter sessions had complete jurisdiction (18 ) 
of the parties, including the infant defendants, and of the 
subject-matter of the petition. The petition alleged that a sale of all 
the land of the intestate was necessary, and the court granted the prayer 
thereof, and directed a sale of the whole of the land specified therem 
except the “widow’s dower.” .The administrator at once duly sold this 
land, except the reversion of that part so allotted to the widow. As to 
that sale, no question is made. 

Afterwards, in 1866, the administrator, acting upon the same grant 
of license, sold the said reversion in good faith and for a fair price, one 
of the heirs, and a defendant, being the purchaser. That sale was duly 
_ advertised, but no special notice of it was given to the present appel- 
lants, though they were in fact present at the sale; nor was any fresh 
license granted. 

A fresh license was not necessary, that first granted authorized the 
sale. It is insisted, however, that the sale of the reversion was never 
reported to the court and confirmed, and, therefore, there was a fatal 
irregularity. We think there was irregularity, but 1t ought not to be 
treated as fatal in this case. The statute (The Code, sec. 944), the pro- 
visions of which were in force during and before 1882, authorized the 
transfer of the proceedings in the court of pleas and quarter sessions to 
the Superior Court for proper purposes. It does not appear affirma- 
tively that it was so transferred, but the appellee filed his petition in 
the Superior Court in 1882, praying the court to so transfer the same, 
alleging and suggesting that the matter of the petition had not been 
completed, that the sale of the reversion in 1866 had been made, re- 
ported to and confirmed by the court, and no proper entry of the same 
had been made; and asking that the record be amended nunc pro tune 
so as to show the same, and that the administrator be directed to make 
title to the land to him. The court (the clerk) allowed the 
motion. It clearly treated the matter of the petition as trans- (19 ) 
ferred. It was identified by the appellee’s petition and the order 
of the court; these had direct reference to it and, for the purposes in- 
tended, was in effect transferred, and must be so treated. If this were 
not so, it might yet be transferred for proper purposes. The matter of 
the petition was of the nature of a special proceeding under the present 
method of civil procedure, as to which the clerk might act as and for 
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the court in making the order of transfer, and making appropriate 
orders in and about the same, as in other cases out of term-time. The 
Code, secs. 132, 944. 

N pivithetandine the long lapse of time, the court might in a proper 
case allow such amendment to be made nune pro tunc, but regularly it 
should be done only upon notice to parties to the proceeding or action. 
It is irregular to hear and act upon such applications without such 
notice, and, ordinarily, an order making such amendments of impor- 
tance will be set aside. We think, however, the court ought not to dis- 
turb the order in question, or at all interfere in the matter of the peti- 
tion. As we have seen, the court had jurisdiction of the parties and. the 
subject-matter. The property was sold for a fair price. The appellants 
were present at the sale, and though some of them were infants, several 
of them were of age, and all had a common interest as heirs of the intes- 
tate. Those of age had motives to object to irregularities and to resist 
and prevent any fraudulent practice. The proceeds of the sale were 
applied regularly in the administration of the estate of the intestate. 
It is not alleged or suggested that there was fraud on the part of the 
administrator or any other person in the sale of the property or the 
application of the proceeds of the sale. The administration was closed 
and the appellants (most if not all of them) received respectively his or 
her small share of the assets remaining to be distributed to the next of 
kin. The administrator has died. After the lapse of twenty years, the 

appellants ask to set the sale. aside for irregularities, without 
(20) showing that they have been at all prejudiced by them, or 
at all. 

It was earnestly suggested on the argument that the rire 
might have shown that a note or claim against the estate was not due, 
was barred by the statute of limitations, or had been paid. They might 
have had ample remedy against the administrator in that case in the 
final settlement of the estate; and, besides, if a sale of the real property 
was unnecessary, in whole or in part, this should have been shown at 
the time the license to sell the same was granted. Moreover, the appel- 
~ Jants should have taken advantage of irregularities in apt time—within 
a reasonable time. Some of them, it is true, were infants, but their 
coheirs, brothers and sisters, interested like jhan. might have opie 
to irregularities years before they did. 

The motion is without merit, and the court properly denied it. 


Affirmed. 


Cited: Sledge v. Elliott, 116 N. C., 715; Morris v. House, 125 ‘ C., 
557, 562; Rackley v. Roberts, 147 N. C., 208. 
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R. M. NIMOCKS v. THE CAPE FEAR SHINGLE COMPANY. 


ne Confession Without Action—When Should be Vacated— 
Corporation. 


1. Ordinarily, a judgment by confession without action will not be set aside 
for mere irregularities, the party confessing the judgment being pre- 
sumed to have waived them; but where the judgment is void for cause 
appearing in the record, or the record omits some essential element, it 
will be set aside or quashed. 


2. A corporation may confess judgment, without action, in or out of term; 
but the record should show that the officer or person who represented the 
corporation in the proceeding was duly authorized to act, and that he did 
act under the direction of his principal. | 


3. A confession of judgment by the treasurer of a corporation under a resolu- 
tion adopted at a meeting of a majority of the stockholders, without the 
approval of the directors and against the protest of the minority stock- 
holders, is without authority, and should be quashed. 


Morion to set aside judgment confessed, without action, heard ( 21 ) 
before Whitaker, J., at August Term, 1891, of Harwnurr. 

The court found the facts to be as stated in the following affidavit: 

“J. E. Taylor, being duly sworn, says that he is president of the Cape 
Fear Shingle Company; that he owns $4,900 of the capital stock of the 
said company; J. M. Hodges is treasurer of said company and owns 
$4,900 of said stock, and W. E. Murchison is secretary of said company 
and owns one share of $100, and James P. Hodges owns one share of 
$100, making in all $10,000, which 1s the capital stock of said company; 
that the by-laws of the company prescribe that the special meetings of 
the company must be called by the president upon ten days notice to 
each stockholder; that he was at the mull of the company, near Little 
River Academy, just about dark on 18 June, 1891, when he received a 
message by a colored boy from J. M. Hodges to come up to his house, 
about 214 miles from the mill; that he went there at once, accompanied 
by L. Grimm; that he found at the house of J. M. Hodges, J. P. Hodges, 
and W. E. Murchison. J. M. Hodges told affiant that he had sent for 
him to have a meeting of the stockholders of the company, in order to 
confess judgment to R. M. Nimocks for $1,250, to A. E. Rankin & Co. 
for $261, to Walter Watson for $198, to A. H. Slocumb for $200. The 
affiant told him he would not agree to confess the said judgments, and 
would have nothing to do with the meeting. The affiant told | 
W. E. Muchison that the meeting was illegal, on account of the (22) 
shortness of the notice and not being called by the proper person. | 
That he thereupon left the house and refused to participate in.the said. 
meeting, and that he has never said or done anything since to Tanty it, 
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and that he still insists that the meeting was illegally convened, and that 
its proceedings were illegal, null and void. He further says that certain 
judgments in favor of A. R. Watson, W. W. Allen, and E. A. Lewis, in 
sums amounting to about $500, have been, since then, entered and recov- 
ered 1n justice’s court, and executions issued and placed in the hands of 
the sheriff, and he holds the said property under and upon said execu- 
tions.” 

The plan of organization contained the following provision: 

“ArticLe 5. At same time that officers are elected there shall be in 
the same manner chosen two directors, whose duty it shall be to manage 
and superintend the operations of the company, to employ labor, make 
purchases for the company and sell its manufactures, accounting with 
the treasurer for the proceeds of such sale.” 

The court being of opinion that the confession of judgment was 
unauthorized, adjudged that it was void, and directed it to be set aside, 
from which plaintiff appealed. 


PF. H. Busbee for plaintiff. 
J. W. Hinsdale and W. LE. Murchison for defendant. 


Merrmon, C.J. A corporation, in or out of term-time of the court, 
may confess a judgment in favor of a party without action, as allowed 
by the statute (The Code, sees. 570, 572); but to do so effectually the 
statutory requirements must be strictly observed in all material respects. 
This method of obtaining judgment is out of the ordinary eourse of 

procedure and subject to abuse. Not infrequently such judg- 
(23) ments are made the instrumentality for effectuating fraudulent 

transactions and giving fraudulent preferences to particular 
creditors. To prevent and guard against such mischief, the statute pre- 
scribes certain requisites that must be observed, else the judgment will 
be void. Sharp v. BR. R., 106 N. C., 308. 

Ordinarily, a judgment of this nature will not be set aside for mere 
irregularities in and about the same, because the Judgment is confessed, 
and the party confessing the same must be deemed to have waived 
irregularities. But if the judgment appears to be void for cause appear- 
ing or failing to appear upon the record, the court will quash the entry 
purporting to be a judgment, upon the ground that it improperly 
appears on the record. It can serve no proper purpose, may mislead 
interested persons, and it encumbers and defaces the record. 

In this case the statement in writing of the claim upon which the 
judgment in question is founded is informal, but it might be treated as 
sufficient in substance. It does not, however, appear, as it should do, | 
that the directors of the defendant ordered and directed its treasurer or 
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agent to confess the judgment; nor does it appear that the clerk en- 
dorsed upon the statement and entered upon his judgment docket a 
judgment of the court for the amount confessed, as required by the 
statute. (‘The Code, sec. 572.) It appears only that a majority of the 
stockholders of the defendant held a meeting—not upon notice as 
required by its by-laws—and directed the treasurer to confess a judg- 
ment for a sum of money specified. This was done against the will and 
in the absence of a minority of the stockholders, and against their pro- 
test. They refused to attend the meeting so called. 

Ordinarily, a corporation should act through its properly constituted 
board of directors, or its officers or agents duly authorized to do par- 
ticular acts, such as confessing a auieice That the officer or agent 
was authorized to have the judgment confessed as directed should 
appear to the clerk of the court in some way, as by a properly authenti- 
cated certificate of the proceedings of the directors of the com- 
pany, and this should be filed with the statement in writing of ( 24 ) 
the claim upon which the judgment is founded. This porns 
would be the better course. It may be that all the stockholders in meet- 
ing assembled, informally called, might authorize a judgment to be con- 
fessed by the corporation; but an order made irregularly by a majority 
’ of the stockholders at a meeting not regularly called, and without the . 
sanction of the board of directors, would not be sufficient. A corpora- 
tion may confess a judgment as above indicated, but it must appear 
that it did so; that it authorized its agent in its behalf, and by its 
direction, to have the judgment properly entered as allowed by the stat- 
ute. It does not appear that the defendant directed that a judgment be 
entered against it, nor does it appear that what purports to be a judg- 
ment was confessed and entered according to law. Duke v. Markham, 
105 N. C., 131. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Bank v. Cotton Mills, 115 N. C., 528. 


A. H. SLOCUMB v. THE CAPE FEAR SHINGLE COMPANY. 


Judgment, Confession of —J urisdictron. 


A judgment by confession without action, founded on contract, in the Supe- 
rior Court, for a sum not in excess of $200, is void for want of jurisdic- 
tion. 


Morton to set aside a judgment, heard at August Term, 1891, of 
Harnett, before Whitaker, J. 
17 
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The judgment which gave rise to the controversy was for the sum of 
$200, and purported to have been confessed by the defendant company 
before the clerk of the Superior Court of Harnett, in favor of the plain- 
tiff. The court held that the judgment was null and void, and so 
declared, and the plaintiff appealed. | (25) 


James C,. MacRae and F'. H. Busbee for plainttff. 
J. W. Hinsdale and W. EH. Murchison for defendant. 


| Avery, J. Eliminating all irrelevant matter with which the record 
is confused and cumbered, we find when we uncover the real issue that 
_ but a single question is involved, and the controversy is in a nutshell: 
Conceding that an officer of a corporation has general authority from 
the company to confess judgment, is he empowered to go before the 
clerk of the Superior Court and, by a formal compliance with the’ 
requirements of the statute, submit to such judgment by confession for 
$200, or a smaller sum? We think not. The Constitution, Art. IV, 
sec. 27, confers upon justices of the peace jurisdiction of “civil actions 
founded on contract wherein the sum demanded shall not exceed $200 
and wherein the title to real estate shall not be in controversy.” 

Consent of parties may change the venue for trial, but cannot give 
jurisdiction to a tribunal the exercise of which, by express provision of 
law, is conferred upon and limited to another court. 

Affirmed. | 


( 26 ) 
F. P. BREWER v. THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA. 


Will—_U niversity——_Trust—Proceedings Supplementary to Execution. 


-A testator devised to the trustees of the University of North Carolina a fund 
wherewith to establish a professorship. of agricultural chemistry; a con- 
test as to the validity of the will having arisen, a compromise was agreed 
upon by the parties interested, whereby the will was admitted to probate 
and the trustees received a certain ‘sum—less than the amount of the 
original bequest—in settlement: Held— 


1. The University had the capacity to take and execute the trust created and 
imposed by the will. 


2. That it took the fund received, not by virtue of the compromise, but under. 
the will. 

3. That it took the fund for the purpose of trust, and riot for its general busi- 
ness purposes, and therefore it was not subject to any proceeding to 
apply it to the debts of the University. 
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PROCEEDING supplementary to the execution, to subject to the pay- 
ment of the plaintiff’s judgment so much of a fund bequeathed to the 
defendant by the last will and testament of Mary A. Smith, deceased, 
as may be necessary for that purpose, heard before Connor, J., at 
chambers, in Raleigh, 16 January, 1892. 

It appears that the said Mary A. by her will devised and bequeathed 
“to the trustees of the University of North Carolina, to be invested by 
that corporation in the safest practicable manner,” the second half of 
the residue of her large estate, and directed with particularity that “a 
professorship of agricultural chemistry be established, or such chair as 
shall teach both the science of chemistry and its experimental and prac- 
tical application to the useful arts, and especially to the art of agricul- 
ture and cultivating the earth,” and that the fund arising from such 
investment be devoted to its support. 

After the death of the testatrix there arose a contest as to the (27 ) 
validity of her will, and pending the litigation in that respect 
the parties interested in the same, including the defendant, agreed upon 
terms of compromise, whereby the will was established and the sum of 
$39,000 was decreed to be due and paid to the defendant under and by 
virtue of the bequest to it of the will. 

The plaintiff contends that under this will the sum of money due to 
the defendant was much greater than that last mentioned, and that the 
will did not operate as the testatrix intended; that the defendant did 
not take this sum of money under and by virtue of the will, but by 
virtue of the compromise mentioned; that it does not hold the fund 
thus arising in trust for the purpose specified in the will, but for its 
general business purposes; and therefore he is entitled to have so much 
thereof as may be necessary devoted to the satisfaction of his judgment. 

The court decided otherwise, and gave judgment in favor of the de- 
fendant. Thereupon, the plaintiff excepted and appealed. 


T. BR. Purnell for plauntiff. 
R. H. Battle and 8S. F. Mordecai for defendant. 


Merrion, ©. J., after stating the case: The defendant has ample 
power and authority and it is capable in all pertinent respects to take, 
receive, have, own and possess property, both real and personal, to-be | 
used for, applied and devoted to the purposes for which it is created, as 
the donors thereof may direct by will or otherwise. Constitution, Art. 
TX, sec. 6; The Code, secs. 2610, 2630. 

It was therefore competent for the testatrix named to make the be- 
quest mentioned to the defendant for the particular purpose specified 
in connection therewith. The defendant has and holds the fund charged 
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with a trust for that purpose, and not for its general business pur- 
poses. The fund cannot be applied or made subject to the 
(28) payment of its debts, whether the same be reduced to judgment or 
not. The defendant is charged with it only for the purpose to 
which the donor devoted it. 

When the will of the testatrix was satablichied by the proper orders 
and judgment of the court, the defendant became entitled to have the 
fund bequeathed therein to it, not by virtue of any compromise, as sug- 
gested by the plaintiff, but by virtue of the will. Neither the defendant 
nor the court had power to change the nature or purpose of the bequest. 
The court had authority, in a proper case, to determine what it was, 
give effect to it, and enforce the trust provided by it, but it could not 
change the intent and purpose of the testatrix. That the defendant 
failed for any cause to get all the fund bequeathed to it could not 
change the nature or purpose of so much of it as it did receive. It 
may well be that it had the power, with the sanction of the court, to 
make a compromise as to litigation about the will, but it could not 
change its provisions, or the intent and purpose of the testatrix. These 
must remain and have effect. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Moore v. Pullen, 116 N. C., 287. 


( 29) 
THE PATAPSCO GUANO COMPANY v. JOHN R. TILLERY. 


Contract—Quantum Valebat—Counterclaim. 


1. In an action upon a promissory note given in pursuance of a contract for | 
the sale by payee of a specific article of merchandise, the maker may set 
up by way of counterclaim that the article furnished was not in compli- 
ance with the contract of sale, and that he was thereby damaged. | 


2. In such action the plaintiff is entitled to judgment for the value of the 
article furnished, although it was not of the character stipulated in the 
original contract of sale; it appearing from the verdict that the defend- 
ant had used it, and had suffered no injury. 


Appraz at Fall Term, 1891, of Hatirax, from Bryan, J. 

Action upon promissory note of the defendant for $418, due 1 March, 
1888, executed to the plaintiff’s agent, who endorsed the same to it. 
The defendant admitted the execution of the note as alleged, but alleged 
as a counterclaim that the consideration thereof was the plaintifi’s 
agreement to supply him with “ten tons of genuine Peruvian guano”; 
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that it failed to deliver such guano, but did deliver that quantity of an 
inferior fertilizer of value not greater than $15 per ton; that he was 
greatly endamaged, put to costs, etc. It appears that the defendant 
used the fertilizer he so received, and the jury found by their verdict — 
that 1t was of the value of $32 per ton. They further found that the 
defendant had not suffered damage. The court gave judgment in favor 
of the plaintiff for $320, interest and costs. The defendant demanded 
judgment in his favor upon the verdict, upon the ground that the jury 
found that the plaintiff did not deliver Peruvian guano. Both parties 
appealed. The court gave the jury pertinent instructions, to which 
there was no exception by the defendant at the time of the trial, or 
after the verdict, or after the judgment, until his statement of the case 
on appeal; and the exceptions stated, except one, were based. upon 
the ground that the court had failed to explain ‘the law as appe (30) 
cable to the evidence as to the measure of damage. 


hk. O. Burton for plaintiff 
W. H. Day for defendant. 


Merrimon; ©. J., after stating the case: The court gave the jury 
pertinent instructions, and if the defendant desired that they be modi- 
fied, or that others in addition be given, he should have asked for the 
same at the time of the trial. It would be unreasonable, unjust, and 
vicious practice to allow a party to complain after verdict and judg- 
ment (the court having given the jury appropriate instructions), that 
it had failed to give possible instructions that it might and perhaps 
would have given if they had been called to its attention at the proper 
time. The law as to procedure and practice is just and very practical, 
and will not indulge possible or speculative objections, especially when 
not made appropriately or in apt time. 

The charge of the court as to the alleged damage to the crop of the 
defendant could not prejudice him, whether correct or not; it was | 
favorable to the defendant, as he had offered no testimony upon that 
question. 

The defendant was not entitled to judgment upon the ground that the 
plaintiff failed to deliver to him Peruvian guano, as it agreed to do. . 
This action is not founded upon the original parol contract in that 
respect alleged by the defendant, but upon the latter’s promissory note. 
The defendant alleges a counterclaim and seeks to recover damages from 
the plaintiff on account of its failure to deliver such guano according to 
the contract, and to set his recovery against the note sued upon. As the 
note grew out of the alleged contract in respect to the guano, the de- 
fendant might, under the present method of civil. procedure, allege 
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(31) his counterclaim and avail himself of his recovery, if any, as he 

seeks to do. His counterclaim is, in effect, a cross-action to 
recover damages from the plaintiff occasioned by its breach of the con- 
tract that gave rise to the note. The rights of the parties in such case 
may be settled in the same action. The Code, sec. 244; Iron Co. v. Holt, 
64 N. C., 335; Lutz v. Thompson, 87 N. C., 3384; Hurst v. Hverett, 91 
N. C., 399; Wilson v. Hughes, 94 N. C., 182. We do not, however, 
mean to say that if the plaintiff had sued upon the original contract, 
and the defendant had received and used the inferior fertilizer, he could 
not recover the value of the latter. Any question in that respect is not 
now presented. 

The plaintiff in its appeal insists that it is entitled to have judgment 
for the amount of the note sued upon, upon the grounds that the defend- 
ant cannot avail himself in this action of his alleged counterclaim, that 
he accepted and used the fertilizer sent to him, and that the jury found 
that he sustained no damage. We have just seen that the defendant 
might allege and have benefit of his counterclaim. It is true, the jury 
found, in response to one issue submitted to them, that the defendant 
sustained no damage. This seems to imply that he sustained no dam- 
age as to his crops; that the fertilizer received and used served as good | 
a purpose as the “genuine Peruvian guano” would have done, if it had 
been sent by the plaintiff and used by the defendant. But-the jury 
found, in response to another material issue, that the fertilizer so sent 
and used was worth but $32 per ton. This is much less than the price 
per ton agreed to be paid for the Peruvian guano. The defendant did 
not agree to accept the cheaper fertilizer in heu of it, and he was justly 
entitled to have the cheaper article at its fair market value; he might 
have gotten it at that price. The jury expressly found that the plaintiff 
failed to supply the Peruvian guano, but did supply a cheaper article. 

The findings of the jury are not so direct, formal, and regular 
(32) as they should be, but the court could readily learn from them 
the sum of money the plaintiff ought to recover; it did so, and 
this is sufficient. 7 
What we have said disposes of both appeals. 
No error. 


Cited: Woodridge v. Brown, 149 N. C., 308; Sewing Machine Co, v. 
mauee 181 N. C., 2538. 
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THE CITY OF RALEIGH v. J. A. PHACKH. 


Municipal Corporations—Assessments—T axation—Constitution. 


1. Special assessments for local municipal improvements are not within the 
restraints imposed by Article VII, section 9, of the Constitution, but the 
rule of uniformity must be observed. 


2. Such assessments are founded upon the principle that the land abutting 
upon the improvement receives a benefit over and above the property of 
the citizens generally, and should be charged with the value of such 
peculiar benefits. 


3. The power to levy such assessments is derived solely from the Legislature, 
acting either directly or through its local instrumentalities; and the 
courts will not interfere with the exercise of the discretion vested in the 
Legislature as to the necessity for or the manner of making such assess- 
ments, unless there is a want of power or the method adopted for the 
assessment of the benefits is so clearly inequitable as to offend some con- 
stitutional principle. 


4. The ordinance under which this assessment was made provides for a tax- 
ing district and a proper dpportionment; and even if the character was 
invalid, the said ordinance is fully sustained by the general act. The 
Code, sec. 3803. - . 


5. It seems that section 4, Article VIII, of the Constitution, requiring that 
the Legislature shall provide for the organization of cities, towns, etc., 
and “restrict their power of taxation, assessment, etc., does not apply to 
special improvements of this character. Even if it did, an act of the 
Legislature authorizing an assessment is not void because it does not 
prescribe all of the particulars relating to such assessment. It is suffi- 
cient if it authorizes a fair and equitable method of ascertaining the 
peculiar benefits conferred upon the property, and ppc ne the costs 
between the abutting owners. 


6. The powers to enforce the collection of such assessments are limited to the 
specific property presumed to be benefited, and do not authorize a per- 
sonal Judgment against the owner of the property; and, therefore, so 
much of the act, in this case, as provides that a judgment rendered for 
the amount alleged to be due might be docketed and enforced as other 
judgments, is invalid. 


Merrrimon, C. J., and Davis, J., dissenting. 


Action to recover of defendant an amount of money expended ( 33 ) 
by the city for paving one-third of Fayetteville Street in front 
of the lot owned by the defendant on said street, between Morgan and 
Martin streets, tried before Wenston, J., at April Term, 1891, of Waxe. 

The following facts were agreed upon: 

1. In June, 1888, after notice to defendant, as provided in section 60 
of the charter of said city, and in the ordinance named below, that he 
was required by an ordinance of the board of aldermen to have the 
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street in front of his real property paved, and after refusal of defend- 
ant to have such paving done for more than thirty days after notice, 
the plaintiff paved 5814 yards on Fayetteville Street, in front of de- 
fendant’s property, said paving being worth and having cost $1.20 
per yard. 

2. That defendant was notified and demanded as aforesaid by plain- 
tiff to pave said 5814 yards, pursuant to said ordinance and section 60, 
and the number of yards demanded to be paved was one-third of said 
street in front of defendant’s property. All of said street in front of 
said property was paved, so that said 5844 yards did not comprise all 
the paving done on said street. 

3. The defendant was at the time of notice and paving aforesaid, 
and now is, the owner of said Properly in front of which the paving 
was done. 

4. That after the paving was done by plaintiff, the plaintiff de- — 
manded of defendant the payment of the value and cost of same, and 

_ payment was refused. 

(34) 65. That on 28 February, 1890, summons in said action having 

been prior to that time duly issued and served upon defendant, 
a justice of the peace, before whom it was returnable, rendered judg- 
ment in favor of plaintiff for $70, with interest from 1 July, 1888, the 
same being the value and cost of the paving; and the defendant ap- 
pealed to the Superior Court. 

Section 60 of the charter of said city is as follows: “That every 
owner of a lot, or person having as great an interest therein as a lease 
for three years, which shall front any street on which a sidewalk has 
been established shall improve, in such manner as the aldermen may 
direct, such sidewalk as far as may extend along such lot, and on failure 
to do so within twenty days after notice by the chief of police to said 
owner, or, if he be a nonresident of the county of Wake, to his agent, 
or if such nonresident have no agent in said county or his personal 
notice cannot be served upon the owner or agent, then after publication 
of a notice by the chief of police for thirty days in some newspaper 
published in Raleigh, calling on the owner to make such repairs, the 
aldermen may cause the same to be repaired, either with brick, stone, 
or gravel, at their discretion, and the expense shall be paid by the per- 
‘sons in default. Said expense shall be a lien upon said lot, and if not 
paid within six months after completion of the repairs, such lot may 
be sold, or enough of the same to pay such expenses and cost, under the 
same rules, regulations and restrictions, rights of redemption and sav- 
ing, as are prescribed in said charter for the sale of land for unpaid 
taxes, The board of aldermen shall have power to require every owner 
_ of real estate in the city to pave one-third of the street or streets in 


. 24 


N.O] FEBRUARY TERM, 1892. 
RALEIGH Vv. PEACE. 


front of his or her land, in such manner and with such material as the 
street committee of the board of aldermen may direct, and to enforce 
such requirement by proper fines and penalties; and upon the failure 
of such owner to do such paving, the city may have same done, 
and the costs thereof may be assessed upon the property of such ( 35 ) 
delinquent and added to the taxes against him or her, and col- 
lected in the same manner that other taxes or assessments are collected, 
or judgment may be taken by the city, before the mayor or any justice 
of the peace, or in the Superior Court of Wake, for the cost of such 
paving, and when docketed in the Superior Court of Wake such judg- 
ments shall have the same lien as is possessed by other judgments 
docketed in said Superior Court, and be enforced in like manner.” 
Ordinance referred to is as follows: | 
“Resolved, That the owners of real estate on Fayetteville Street, be- 
tween Morgan and Martin streets, be and are hereby required and 
directed to pave so much of said street as lies in front of their respective 
lots from the curbing of the sidewalk to the pavement laid by the city 
on said street, being one-third of the said street, in such manner and 
with such material as the street committee of the board may direct, 
to wit, with rubble-stone. And if any owner shall fail for the period 
of thirty days after written notice from said committee to do such | 
paving, then the same shall be done by the city for $1.20 per square 
yard at the cost .of such delinquent, as provided in section 2 of an act 
of the General Assembly of 1887, entitled ‘An act to amend the charter 
of the city of Raleigh, ’ ratified on 7 March, 1887, and made a part of 
this case.” | 
The court found, as a faeter fact, that all the other property owners 
along Fayetteville Street were likewise required by plaintiff, under like 
authority as they seek to exercise in this case, to pave one-third of the 
sidewalk in front of their respective buildings, and that the cost of said 
paving was reasonable. The court rendered judgment for plaintiff. 
The defandant excepted to the judgment, upon the ground that the 
same was not warranted by the Constitution and laws of this State, and 
se . : 


J. N. Holding for plaintrf. 
G. V. Strong and A. Stronach for defendant. 


Snzpuzrp, J. While we are of the pon for the reasons ( 36 ) 
hereinafter stated, that the particular judgment rendered in this 
action cannot be sustained, yet, as the validity of the ordinance under 
which the assessment is made is drawn in question, and as it is of great 
importance that it should be passed upon by this Court, we deem it our 
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duty to consider this and such other points that are presented in the 
record as may be necessary to an intelligent disposition of the present 
and perhaps other cases which may arise upon the subject. 

(1) The authority of the Legislature, either directly or through its 
local instrumentalities, to exercise the taxing power in the form of 
local or special assessments, has been so firmly established by judicial 
decision in this and other states of the Union that it can hardly, at this 
late day, be considered an open question; but as it seems to be contro- 
verted by the argument of counsel, it may not be improper to state in 
a general way the principle upon which it is founded, as well as to 
refer to some of the multitude of authorities in its support. 

Judge Coorzy, in his work on Taxation (606), says that special as- 
sessments “are made upon the assumption that a portion of the com- 
munity is to be specially and peculiarly benefited in the enhancement 
of the value of property peculiarly situated as regards a contemplated 
expenditure of public funds; and, in addition to the general levy, they 
demand that special contributions, in consideration of the aa ial bene- 
fit, shall be made by the persons receiving it.” 

“The rationale of the system,” says Mr. Burroughs, “is that the pur- 
pose is a public one which justifies the levy of the tax, but the benefit 
. of the improvement is not only local, but also specific, benefiting par- 

ticularized property, and therefore the tax may be levied on this 
(37) property, which receives a benefit over and above other property 

in the State. . . . An assessment for improvements is not con- 
sidered as a burden, but as an equivalent or compensation for the 
enhanced value which the property derives from the improvement.” 
The Law of Taxation, 460. 

Judge Dillon (2 Municipal Corp., 753n) quotes with entire approval 
the language of Slidell, C. J., in Municipality No. 2 v. Dunn, 10 La. 
Am., 57. The Chief Justice says: “I must repeat my conviction that 
the system of paying for-local improvements wholly out of the general 
treasury is inequitable and will result in great extravagance, abuse, and 
injustice. I think the system of making particular localities which are 
specially benefited bear a special portion of the burden is safer and 
more just to the citizens at large by whose united contributions the city 
treasury is supplied. What is taken out of the treasury is out of the 
pockets of the proprietors.” 

Speaking of special assessments, the Supreme Court of Missouri, in 
Lockwood v. St. Louis (24 Mo., 20), said that “their intrinsic justice 
strikes every one. If an improvement is to be made, the benefit of 
which is local, it is but just that the property benefited should bear the 
burden. While the few ought not to be taxed for the benefit of the 
whole, the whole ought not to be taxed for the few. . . . General 
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taxation for a mere local purpose is unjust; it burdens those who are 
not benefited, and benefits those who are exempt from the burden.” 

These assessments are not to be confounded with the exercise of the 
right of eminent domain (Cooley Const. Lim., 498; 2 Dillon Munice. 
Corp., 738; Lewis on. Eminent Domain), and it is also to be observed 
that while they are taxes in a general sense, in that the authority to 
levy them must be derived from the Legislature, they are nevertheless 
not to be considered as taxes falling within the restraints imposed by 
Art. V, sec. 8, of the Constitution, although the principle of 
uniformity governs both. Shuford v. Comrs., 86 N. C., 562; (38 ) 
Cain v. Comrs., 86 N. C., 8; Busbee v. Comrs., 93 N. C., 143; 
Cooley Const. Lim., 498; 2 Dillon Munic. Corp., 755, e¢ seq. 

The principle deducible from the foregoing quotations finds a striking 
illustration in the facts of the present case. The district improved by 
the pavement embraces only a part of one street, and while the improve- 
- ment may add very greatly to the convenience and comfort of all of the 
citizens, it at the same time confers upon the abutting real property an 
enhanced pecuniary value out of all proportion to the benefits enuring 
to the public at large. Would it be just that all should be taxed alike, 
and that the owner of property in a remote part of the city be com- 
pelled to contribute as much towards the particular improvement as 
those whose lands are thus peculiarly benefited? This would savor very 
much of the “forced contributions” of the olden time, which are so gen- 
erally denounced as obnoxious to the principles of free government, and 
the bare statement of the proposition shocks all sense of justice and 
furnishes its own refutation. It is, therefore, pre-eminently just, as 
well as the duty of the law-making power, to provide for an equitable 
adjustment of such burdens in proportion to the benefits conferred, and 
it is for the very purpose, as we have seen, of accomplishing this end, and 
of preventing so great a perversion of the taxing power, that these Tosa 
or special assessments are almost universally resorted to. It is true that 
the power to levy such assessments is sometimes abused, and that some 
of the methods adopted have been judicially condemned, but the exist- 
ence of the power itself is as well established as it is possible by judicial 
decision to establish any legal principle whatever. Wilmington v. Yoopp, 
71 N. C., 76; Cain v. Comrs., supra; Busbee v. Comrs., supra; 

2 Dillon Mun. Corp., 761; Cooley Const. Lim., 506; 1 Hare Am. (39 ) 
Const. Law, 301; Elliott on Roads and Streets, 370. 

(2) We will now consider whether the power of the Legislature 
was properly exercised in the case before us. 

It is a general rule everywhere conceded that the discretion of the 
Legislature in levying taxes, when exercised within constitutional lim- 
its, is conclusive; but in respect to special assessments the principle is 
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questioned, and it is urged that these, not being strictly taxes, and not 
subject as such to the restraints imposed by the Constitution, but being 
founded solely, as some authors say, upon the principle of betterments 
of the property to the extent of the improvement, the courts should not 
surrender the power to review an arbitrary decision of the Legislature, 
either as to the necessity for or the beneficial character of a particular 
improvement, or the manner in which the benefits are to be ascertained 
and assessed. That the judicial power has been successfully invoked in 
some instances will appear from the cases of Sealy v. Pittsburg, 82 Pa. 
St., 360; Washington Avenue, 69 Pa. St., 352, and other decisions cited 
in the notes to section 753 of volume 2 of Dillon on Municipal Corpora- 
tions. | 

Ruffin, J., in Shuford v. Comrs., supra, says that such assessments 
“are committed to the unrestrained discretion of the law-making power 
of the State, only, as I take it, that the burden imposed on each citizen’s 
property must be in proportion to the advantages it may derive there- 
_ from.” The latter part of the sentence very clearly implies the power 
of the courts to interfere to some extent, and in this we very heartily 
concur, but it is not essential in this case that we should define and 
mark the limits of this power, and it is sufficient to say that, according 
to all of the authorities, the Legislature or its duly authorized instru- 
mentalities are primarily, at least, the judges in respect to the particu- 
lars mentioned, and that their decision will not be disturbed unless it 
clearly appears that there is an absence of power, or that the particular 

method prescribed for the assessment of the peculiar benefits to 
(40) the abutting property is so plainly inequitable as to offend some 
constitutional principle. 

The power to make such assessments must, be clearly authorized by 
the Legislature, but it is not necessary, and “of course not to be ex- 
pected—indeed, it is scarcely conceivable—that the Legislature should, 
in conferring authority upon local bodies, specify in minute detail the 
incidents of the power. The courts generally hold that necessary inci- 
dental and subordinate powers pass with the grant of the principal 
power. Any other ruling would make it practically impossible to frame 
statutes capable of reasonable enforcement. In matters of street im- 
provements and local assessments, as in kindred matters, it is generally 
held that a power clearly conferred in general words will carry all the 
incidental authority essential to the execution of the power in ordinary 
and appropriate methods.” Roads and Streets, 374. It is urged that 
all of these subordinate incidents should be provided for in the act 
granting the power, because of section 4, article VIII, of the Constitu- 
tion, which requires the Legislature to provide for the organization, etc., 
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of incorporated towns, etc., on to restrict their power of taxation, 
assessment, borrowing money,” 

Similar provisions have, ee i best authority, been held inappli- 
cable to assessments of this character. They are construed, says Judge 
- Dillon (Mun. Corp., 778), “not to apply to special assessments by 
municipal corporations made by authority of the Legislature for local 
improvements.” The restrictions in such cases are to be found in those 
general principles of the Constitution which protect the liberty and 
property of every citizen. Even if such a provision did apply, it is not 
easy to understand how the duty to restrict the power requires that all 
of the incidents of its exercise shall be prescribed by the. Legislature. 
Neither is it essential that the act of the Legislature, or an ordinance 
made under its authority, should expressly state that the contem- | 
plated improvement is necessary (Roads and Streets, 385), nor ( 41 ) 
is it required that the act should expressly declare that the assess- 
ments are to be made according to the benefits conferred. Both of these 
are implied from the very nature of this species of taxation, and that 
this is so is apparent from the action of the court in upholding such 
assessments under acts which make no reference to such particulars. 
Cain v. Comrs., supra; Shuford v. Comrs., supra; Busbee v. Comrs., 
supra. 

Viewed in this light, we can see no objection to the ord nares under 
consideration. It very clearly provides for, a taxing district, to wit, 
“Fayetteville Street, between Morgan and Martin streets,” and it fur- 
ther provides that upon the failure of the abutting owners to comply 
with its requirements, the city may make the designated improvements 
at the cost of $1.20 per square yard. This provision, as to the cost 
(which is found by the court to be reasonable), very plainly implies 
_ that the expense of the improvement in the entire district had been pre- 

viously estimated, and thus we have an apportionment between the 

abutting owners and the city (the latter paying one-third), and also an 
apportionment as to the remaining two-thirds between the abutting pro- 
prietors according to the frontage. No objection is urged as to the 
apparently equitable adjustment between the city and the abutting 
owners, but it is insisted that the frontage rule is an improper method 
of ascertaining the benefits which enure to the respective lots, and that 
these should be estimated by the actual appraisement of each. 

We have seen that such assessments are based upon the principle of 
benefits to the abutting property, but the manner of estimating such 
benefits is not confined to actual appraisement by appraisers appointed 
for that purpose. This would seem to be a very fair and equitable rule, 
but its practical working in some instances has led to injustice, and. 
if the Legislature, acting, as it is presumed to do, upon information 
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(42) as to the situation and character of the property, the depth of 

the lots, etc., chooses, in effect, to make an appraisement itself 
by the adoption of a standard like the frontage rule, it is not easy to 
understand why in such cases the same measure of justice may not be 
attained. 

In Hamet v. Philadelphia, 65 Pa. St., 155, 1t was said by Judge 
Sharswood, delivering the opinion, that “Perhaps no fairer rule can be 
adopted than the proportion of feet front, although there must be some 
inequalities of the lots differing in situation and depth. Appraising 
their market values, and fixing the proportions according to these, is a 
plan open to favoritism or corruption, and other objections.” Even 
where the latter rule is adopted, the buildings should be excluded from 
the valuation, “as the improvements (says Judge Cooley), while in- 
creasing largely the market value of the land, do not usually percepti- 
bly increase the value of the buildings erected upon it.” Laws of Tax- 
ation, 649. If the buildings are not to be considered (and this is un- 
doubtedly true), we can very readily conceive how the frontage rule 
may be quite as efficacious as any other in ascertaining the benefits— 
that is, the enhanced pecuniary value—where from the similarity in 
situation, etc., of the different lots there can be no gross inequalities. 
The same eminent authority also states (638) that the two methods of 
assessing benefits between which a choice is usually made is by assessors 
or commissioners appointed for that purpose, or by “an assessment by 
some definite standard fixed upon by the Legislature itself, and which 
is applied to the estate by a measurement of length, quantity, or value.” 
In speaking of assessments by the front foot, he says (644) that “Such 
a measure of apportionment seems at first blush to be perfectly arbi- 
trary and likely to operate in some cases with great injustice; but it 
cannot be denied that, in the case of some improvements, frontage is a 

very reasonable measure of benefits, much more than value could 
(43) be, and perhaps approaching equality as nearly as any other 

estimate of benefits made by the judgment of men. However 
this may be, the authorities are well united in the conclusion that front- 
age may be lawfully made the basis of apportionment.” Similar lan- 
guage is also used by the same author in his work on Constitutional 
Lim., 506, and cited with approval in Yopp v. Wilmington, supra. 

In the well-considered work on Roads and Streets, 396, by Elliott, it 
is said that “The system which leads to the least mischievous and unjust 
consequences 1s that which takes into account the entire line of the way 
improved, and apportions the expense according to the frontage; for it 
takes into consideration the benefit to each property owner that accrues 
from the improvement of the entire line of the way, and does not impose 
upon one lot owner an unjust portion of the burden.” = _- 
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The principle is also fully sustained by the following authorities, 
which are only a part of the large number that might be cited: Bur- 
roughs Law of Taxation, 469; 2 Dillon Munic. Corp., 752, 761, 809; 
2 Desty Tax., 1263; Pennock v. Hoover, 5 Rawls, 291; Magee v. Com., 
46 Pa. St., 255; Covington v. Boyle, 6 Bush., 204; 8. v. Elizabeth, 30 
N. J., 865, and 31 N. J., 547; 8. v. Fuller, 34 N. J., 227; Walder v. 
Cincinnati, 26 Ohio St., 284; Parker v. Challis, 9 Kans., 155; Meenan 
v. Smith, 50 Mo., 525; Whiting v. Quackenbush, 54 Cal., 306; Palmer 
v. Stumpf, 29 Ind., 329; Allen v. Grew, 44 Vt., 174; Motz v. Detroit, 
18 Mich., 495; King v. Portland, 2 Ore., 146; Cleveland v. Tripp, 18 
R. 1., 50; Whate v. People, 94 Ill, 604; Sheley v. Detroit, 45 Mich., 431. 

Before proceeding further, we will examine the cases cited in support 
of the contrary view. | 

In 8. v. Jersey City, 8 Vroom, 37 N. J. L., 130, the assessment was 
for grading, excavating, and filling in the street, and the court held 
that in such cases the same uniformity could not be had as in paving. 
The principle of assessment by the frontage as to the flagging of 
sidewalks was approved; and, at the same term, in S. v. Passaic ( 44 ) 
Village, 68, it was declared that “There would be no injustice in | 
assessing the improvement of opening, grading, guttering, and curbing 
upon the entire frontage according to the number of lineal feet. 

There is no rule that condemns such method of assessment without 
proof of its injustice.” 

In McBear v. Chandler, 9 Heisk., 349, the “equality” clause of the 
Constitution was applied, which we have seen is contrary to the ruling 
of this Court and the overwhelming weight of authority in the other 
states. : 

In Norfolk v. Ellis, 26 Gratt., 224, the principle was approved; and 
while in Woodbridge v. Detroit, 8 Mich., the court was divided, in the 
later case of Moltz v. Detroit, 18 Mich., it distinctly recognized the 
front foot basis, 1f authorized by the Legislature. 

Peay v. Initle Rock, 32 Ark., decides against the rule, but the decision 
seems to have been influenced by Illinois cases, which turned upon the 
peculiar provisions of the Constitution of that State, which Constitu- 
tion, we learn, has since been changed in this respect, and recent de- 
cisions sustain the rule. | 

In Williamsport v. Beck, 128 Pa. St., 147, the assessment was for 
repaving, and the court recognized the rule as to the cost of the original 
paving. 

In Clapp v. Hartford, 35 Conn., 96, the charter was not complied 
with, and the cases cited from Missouri do not controvert. the rule, but 
simply construe it as it should be applied under certain statutes re- 

ferred to. 
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Thus it appears that even the industry of the intelligent counsel has 
failed to produce any authority where the general principle was fairly 
presented and’ condemned, while nearly if not indeed all of the cases 

cited by them tend very strongly to its support. 
(45) It is insisted, however, with much earnestness that conceding 

that the endinanie ee a valid method of apportionment, 
still it cannot be sustained unless the power to make it is conferred by 
the Legislature, and that such power has not been conferred upon the 
city of Raleigh. This position is founded upon the idea that the charter 
does not create or authorize the creation of a taxing district, but simply 
charges the abutting owner with the whole cost of the improvement in 
front of his lot, and that there being an absence of authority to make 
any apportionment according to benefits, the ordinance is void. The 
imposition of such a charge has been condemned by some authorities * 
and sustained by others. Without pausing to determine how this may 
be, and conceding for the purposes of the discussion that the charter 
bears the construction insisted upon, and that such an assessment is for 
that reason invalid, we are, nevertheless, of the opinion that the ordi- 
nance is fully supported by legislative sanction. In chapter 62, section 
3808, of The Code (Towns and Cities), it is provided that the commis- 
sioners or aldermen “may cause such improvements in the town to be 
made as may be necessary, and apportion the same equally among the 
inhabitants by assessments of labor or otherwise.” Here we have a very 
comprehensive power granted the commissioners or aldermen for the 
improvement of streets, and the authority to apportion the cost of the 
improvement is not only implied by the power to make “assessments” 
(Anderson Law Dict., Bouvier Law Dict. Assess.), but is expressly con- 
ferred. 

Now, if it be granted (as we think it should be) that the general act 
is deficient in that it does not provide for the enforcement of such assess- 
ments against abutting real property, still it is good as far as it goes, 
and is not repealed by the charter as amended, unless inconsistent there- 
with. The Code, sec. 3827. If it be said that the charter conflicts as to 
that part which requires the whole cost to be charged against the abut- 

ting property without any apportionment, and if, as contended, 
( 46.) such a provision is void, it would be impotent to work a repeal | 

of that part of the general act which does authorize such appor- 
tionment. If it does not conflict, then of course the general act may 
‘supplement the special act, and the two may be construed in pare 
materia. So, taking it either way, the authority to apportion the -cost 
according to benefits, as provided in the ordinance, would be supported, 
and the power to collect the assessments, being expressly granted, and 
the manner of collection prescribed, it must follow that, in the total — 
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absence of anything to show an abuse of power or any gross inequali- 
ties, the assessment in question may be enforced. 

We are of the opinion, however, that no personal judgment can be 
rendered against the abutting owner, and that so much of the amend- 
ment to the charter which provides for such a judgment is invalid. It 
is true that in Yopp v. Wilmington, supra, such a judgment was ren- 
dered, but the point was not presented and passed upon by this Court, 
the only question decided being the validity of special assessments of 
this character, and not the manner of their enforcement. We feel at 
liberty, therefore, to examine into the constitutionality of the act 
authorizing the judgment in question, and in doing so we cannot better 
express our views than by quoting the language of Mr. Elliott: “It is 
not easy to perceive how the assessment can extend beyond the property 
against which it is directed, since the sole foundation of the right to 
direct and enforce the assessment rests upon the theory that the land 
receives a benefit equal to the assessment. If the land, with the super- 
added value given to it by the improvement, will not pay the assessment, 
there is no constitutional warrant for the right to seek payment of the 
assessment elsewhere; for the land is all that the improvement can by 
any possibility benefit, and land (or other property) that is not bene- 
fited cannot be seized without violating the principle which forbids the 
taking of property without compensation, nor without breaking 
down the only theory upon which it is possible to sustain local ( 47 ) 
assessments; and yet if there is a personal liability, the assess- 
ment may be enforced although the land, even as enhanced in value by 
the improvement, may not be worth a tithe of the extent of making the 
improvement. . . . The decisions which declare statutes imposing a 
personal liability upon the landowner unconstitutional are, in our judg- 
ment, so strongly entrenched in principle that they cannot be shaken.” 
Roads and Streets, 400. Such, also, is the opinion of Judge Cooley 
(Taxation, 675), who says that “In such a case, if the owner can have 
his land taken from him for a supposed benefit to the land, which, if 
the land is sold for the tax, it is thus conclusively shown he has not 
received, and he then held liable for a deficiency in the assessment, the 
injustice, not to say the tyranny, is manifest. But such a case is hable 
to occur if assessments are made a personal charge; and cases like it in 
de though less extreme in the injury they inflict, are certain to 
occur.” | | 

The foregoing reasons are entirely conclusive to our minds, and are 
well sustained by authority. Higgins v. Ansmus, 77 Mo., 351; Neenan 
v. Smith, 50 Mo., 525; Macon v. Patty, 57 Miss., 378; Cran v. Tolono, 
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96 Ill., 255; Jaffery v. Gough, 36 Cal. 104; Broadway v. McAtee, 8 
Bush., 508; Burlington v. Quick, 47 Iowa, 226; Green v. Ward, 82 
Va., 324. 

The act provides that the judgment of the justice of the peace may 
be docketed in the Superior Court, “and shall have the same lien as is 
possessed by other judgments docketed in said Superior Court, and be 
enforced in like manner.” The judgment authorized being a personal 
one, we know of no principle by which it can be so modified and shaped 
in a Wstice’s court (which has no equitable jurisdiction) as to make it 
a charge against the abutting land only. It is to be observed, however, 
that another method of collecting is provided by the amendment to the 

charter. It provides that the assessment may be “added to the 
(48) taxes against him or her, and collected in the same manner that 

other taxes or assessments are collected.” We can see no reason 
why this assessment may not be enforced against the abutting land 
under this provision of the said amendatory act. 

We are therefore of the opinion with, his Honor, that the assessment 
is valid, but we do not think it can be enforced by a personal judgment 
against the defendant. For this latter reason we conclude that the judg- 
ment should be reversed. | 


Merrrimon, C. J., dissenting: I concur in the judgment, but not in 
the opinion, of the court, and will state some of the grounds of my 
dissent. | 

The Constitution (Art. VIII, sec. 4) provides that “It shall be the 
duty of the Legislature to provide for the organization of cities, towns, 
and incorporated villages, and to restrict their powers of taxation, 
assessment, borrowing money, contracting debts, and loaning their 
credit, so as to prevent abuses in assessments and in contracting debts 
by such municipal corporations.” This highly mandatory provision is 
significant and very important. Its leading purpose is to specially 
require the Legislature to provide for the organization of cities and 
towns and to restrict, restrain, keep within prescribed limits the great 
powers of taxation, asséssment, borrowing money, contracting debts, and 
loaning their credit, conferred upon them, and thus prevent oppressive 

taxation, burdensome city debts, arbitrary assessments, wild schemes of 
extravagance, and other like abuses. The purpose expressly declared is 
“to prevent abuses in assessments and in contracting debts” by cities 
and towns. Long continued public exper.ence in every direction 
pointed, and still points, to the great necessity for this organic pro- 
vision, its wisdom, and the importance of a strict observance of it. 
The legislative duty is expressed in clear, explicit, and imperative 
terms. Cities and towns must not be left to exercise unrestricted and 
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arbitary powers of taxation and assessment. On the contrary, (49 ) 
such powers must be restricted and defined by statutory author- | 

ity, else they cannot be exercised at all. The Legislature has no author- 
ity to confer upon cities and towns unlimited power to impose taxes or 
to make assessments. The statute purporting to confer such power 
would be inoperative and void, because in contravention of the letter 
and purpose of the Constitution. The power of assessment, in its most 
general sense, is very broad, indefinite, and arbitrary in its nature and 
application. It may be made a terrible engine of injustice and oppres- 
sion, as long experience has shown. It is the more dangerous, and 
therefore to be the more guarded against, because the law and the de- 
cisions of the courts in respect to it are unsettled, the latter being 
greatly i in conflict. Oftentimes the party complaining against oppres- 
sion and grievous wrong growing out of it has found no adequate 
remedy. The purpose of the provision just recited is to prevent such 
evils. The Legislature is specially required to restrict, limit, and define 
such power when conferred upon cities and towns in this State. A 
statute purporting to confer the general power of assessment is void, 
because not allowed or tolerated by the Constitution. A statute con- 
ferring such power should and must prescribe the extent and the method 
of the exercise of the same. Towns and cities cannot be allowed to exer- 
cise and apply it at their will and pleasure, nor arbitrarily. Statutory 
regulation must exist to prevent this evil. Surely so important a con- 
stitutional provision should have effect, and the courts should enforce 
it in appropriate cases. 

Now, it seems to me clear and palpable that ia statutory provision 
under which the plaintiff city undertook to make and enforce its ordi- 
nance in question is violative of the constitutional provision above 
recited, in that it purports and intends to confer upon the plaintiff the 
unrestricted arbitrary power of assessment, and goes beyond that, in 
requiring assessments to be made not simply against the property 
supposed to be specially benefited by the street improved but as ( 50 ) 
well against all the property, both real and personal, of the 
owner thereof and against him personally, thus empowering the plain- 
tiff, in effect, to take the property of the citizen for public uses without 
compensation. These are the very grievous evils intended to be sup- 
pressed and prevented. The organic provision recited means this, or it 
practically means nothing. 

In substance and effect, the statute in question purports to confer 
upon the plaintiff unrestricted authority to require every owner of real 
estate situate in it “to pave one-third of the street or streets in front of 
his or her land,” as it may require, and if such owner fails to do so, 
then it may make such pavement and assess and charge “upon the prop- 
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erty of such delinquent” the costs of such paving, to be “added to the 
taxes against him or her and collected in the same manner that other 
taxes or assessments are collected,” or the plaintiff may sue the delin- 
quent for such costs, obtain judgment therefor, docket the same, and - 
thus obtain a judgment lien and enforce it by a sale of the delinquent’s 
property as in ordinary cases. 

It seems that it was not the purpose of this statutory provision to 
confer upon the plaintiff power to impose a tax on the property of 
owners of real estate situate within it as prescribed for the purpose of 
paving the streets. But if such were its purpose, it would be void, be- 
cause in that case it would be violative of the Constitution (Art. V, 
sec. 8; Art. VII, sec. 9), which requires that the levy of all taxes, 
whether for the purposes of the State, counties, townships, cities or 
towns, “shall be uniform and ad valorem upon all property in the same, 
except property exempted by” the Constitution. Plainly, the costs of 
paving the streets in the case provided for is not upon the ad valorem 
value of the taxpayer’s property. Moreover, such levy is not general or 

umform; it is confined to a class of taxpayers who own real 
(51) estate situate within the town. The Constitution contemplates 

and intends that all taxes imposed upon property shall be un-_ 
form and ad valorem upon the property of all persons liable to pay tax, 
and not upon a part of them, or upon a class or classes owning particu- 
lar kinds of property subject to taxation. 

It is, however, seriously insisted that the real purpose of the statutory 
provision is to confer upon the plaintiff power to pave the street in the 
case specified, and assess the real property in front of which the paving 
was done, and which received special benefit from it, with the costs of 
such paving. If such purpose was intended, it is not expressed. by the 
statute, nor is there any appropriate provision for effectuating it. 

Assessments are commonly called a species of taxes, but they are not 
so properly denominated, certainly not in this State. The Constitution 
provides and establishes with much precision a system of taxation for 
all public purposes, and how the legislative power in that respect shall 
be exercised; but that system does not in terms, or by implication, em- 
brace or refer to the power of assessment. This power is distinct from 
that of taxation, and is not limited by constitutional restraint otherwise 
than as above indicated. The word assessment as employed in the Con- 
stitution has reference to what are commonly designated as local assess- 
ments, generally of money, for the purposes of some local improvement, 
and “are imposed only upon those owners of property who in respect to 
- such ownership are to derive a special benefit in the local improvements 
for which they are expended, and are not within the restraints put upon 
general taxation.”” Cain v. Comrs., 86 N. C., 8. The Ro and rights 
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to make such assessments are founded upon the benefits, or supposed 
benefits, such property derives specially from the public improvements, 
beyond the benefit derived generally by the community. Government 
has authority to compel every one whose property derives special 
benefit from local public improvements to pay, in addition to his ( 52 ) 
ordinary taxes, charges, assessments, expended in making such , 
improvements, equal to such special benefits. That power is not unrea- 
sonable or unjust. LEvery citizen should pay his proportion of taxes as 
the money price for the benefits he derives from government in the pro- 
tection of his life, liberty, and property, and general advantages inci- 
dent thereto, and when his property derives special benefits not common 
to the whole community from local public improvements, he should pay 
for the same to the extent of, but not beyond, such special benefits. In 
such case the owner of the property cannot reasonably or justly com- 
plain, because his property has been so benefited. It may happen in 
possible cases that the assessment is too great, or in some aspects of it 
not strictly just; but this is not attributable to the law or its purpose, 
but to its erroneous or imperfect administration in particular cases. 
But such power is great, indefinite, not precisely defined in its nature 
and limits, and hence subject. to very great abuses. It is therefore that 
the organic provision requires this power to be restricted and carefully 
guarded. 

No assessment should exceed the special benefit to the land deriving 
the same, and all methods of assessments that work a different result 
are defective and objectionable. To the extent that it exceeds such bene- 
fit, the owner’s property is, in effect, taken for the benefit of the public 
without compensation, and to that extent it is violative of fundamental 
right. Hence, a statute whose terms and effect produce such a result 
would be void.. It is intended in this State that the statute granting 
_ such power shall guard against such oppression and injustice by appro- 
priate restrictions. 

The assessment, in its nature, must be made against the property so 
specially beriehited. and not against other property of the owner, or him 
personally, because the assessment is founded solely upon such benefit 
to the property particulary benefited. That property, and that 
alone, must be assessed. The owner may pay the assessment and ( 53 ) 
thus relieve his land from the charge, but if for any reason he 
will not, then the land may be sold to satisfy the same, but no other part 
of the delinquent’s property may be sold for such purpose, nor in that 
case would he be chargeable personally or otherwise on that account. 
This must be so; because the land so benefited, and none other, may be 
_ charged with the assessment. Can it be that the public may benefit and 
assess a particular lot of land and afterwards sell it, and part or all of 
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the owner’s other property, to satisfy the assessment, and still perhaps 
have a charge against him personally for an unpaid balance of the 
same? A proposition so arbitrary, unreasonable, and oppressive shocks 
every sense of right and justice. <A statute that purports to authorize 
the property of the owner of the land so assessed, other than that land, 
to be sold by legal process to satisfy such assessment is inoperative and 
void, because it, in effect, undertakes to allow the arbitrary appropria- 
tion of the owner’s property to the use and purposes of the public with- 
out compensation to the owner thereof. The statute cannot authorize 
the sale of property other than that so specially benefited. That prop- 
erty alone is subject to be assessed. Neenan v. Smith, 50 Mo., 525; Tay- 
lor v. Palmer, 31 Cal., 240; Cooley on Taxation, 472. 

An essential clement of such assessments is that they must rest upon 
the principle of uniformity as to all property subject to and affected by 
them, and especially they should be so regulated in respect to making 
them as to charge the property of each owner benefited by the same 
' public improvement in proportion as such property is so benefited, and 
as to the costs and character of the same. They must, in their nature, 
affect all property subject to them alike in all material respects, and a 
statute authorizing them to be made should so require by proper regu- 
lations and restrictions. Busbee v. Comrs., 98 N. C., 148. The Legis- 

lature has no power to allow arbitrary assessments to be made, or 
(54) to grant power that may be so exercised. As we have seen, it is 

expressly made its duty to restrict the power of assessment con- 
ferred upon cities and towns, “so as to prevent abuses in assessments.” 
Jt may not leave such corporations at large to make assessments as they 
will. A statute so providing is inoperative and void, because it fails to 
provide appropriate and reasonable restrictions as the Constitution 
requires in express and mandatory terms, and such is its clear purpose. 

The statute under which the plaintifi claims to exercise authority to’ 
make the assessment in question in broad terms undertakes to .confer 
upon it general power to pave one-third of any one or all of its streets 
in front of a lot of land abutting upon the same, and to assess the cost 
of the paving against the property of the owner thereof. It is not 
required to observe uniformity in any respect in making such assess- 
ments. They may be made without any reference to the special benefit 
the paved street may extend to the lot on account of which they are 
made, and without reference to the cost of the paving done. The as- 
sessment as to one lot deriving small benefit may be a sum of money 
equal to two or three times the value of’ such benefits, while the assess- 
ment as to another lot, deriving much greater heneat. may be greatly 
less than the former. ‘The cost of the pavement in front of one lot may 
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be double or treble that in front of another, and the assessment as to 
both may be precisely the same. The plaintiff is not restrained in these 
or any respect; no restraining regulations are prescribed for its govern- 
ment therein to be observed by it. The whole unrestricted power of 
assessment is sought to be conferred. It may make assessments at its 
will. This the Constitution does not allow or sanction. 

The ordinance of the plaintiff in question well illustrates the truth, 
force, and importance of what has just been pointed out. It is in large 
measure purely arbitrary. It requires the assessment to be made with- 
out regard to the special benefit the paved street extends to the 
lot on account of which it is made, and without reference to the ( 55 ) 
real cost of the paving done. It requires uniformity only in a _ 
single respect, that of the cost of paving a square yard, and this is. based 
upon mere estimate, and is wholly arbitrary; it might just as well have 
been fixed at a greater or less sum, so far as the particular property 
assessed is concerned. If the cost of paving a square yard in front of a 
lot is less than that specified, the assessment is the same as if it had 
cost that or double that sum, and the cost is the same whether the pave: 
ment is of greater or less or no special benefit to the lot. 

The statute does not require the assessment to be made against the lot 
benefited, as it should do, in any case; it directs that it be made “upon 
the property of such delinquent (the owner of the property who failed 
to pay the sum of money demanded for the paving), and added to the 
taxes against him or her.” This language is plain and broad. It can- 
not be said that it should and may be construed as directing the assess- 
ment to be made against the property—the lot benefited specially. The | 
plain terms do not so imply, nor was it so intended, as plainly appears 
from the further provision that the assessment shall be “collected in the 
same manner that other taxes and assessments are collected.” This im- 
ples that any of the delinquent’s property may be sold to satisfy it. 
As we have seen, the assessment must be made against the particular 
property benefited, and if the owner will not pay the sum charged, then 
that property, and no other, may be sold to satisfy it: 

The statute further arescribes that the plaintiff may sue and aba 
judgment against the delinquent owner of the property assessed, docket 
the same, and sell any of his property to satisfy it. The reasons why 
this cannot be done have already been pointed out. Such direc- 
tions of the statute in effect provide for taking indirectly the (56 ) 
delinquent’s property for the use of the public without compensa-- 
tion to him. It allows property not liable for such assessment to be 
sold to satisfy the same. It thus practically confiscates _ pee 
property to the use of the public. — | 
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_ Nor does the general statutory provision (The Code, sec. 3803) in 
respect to towns and cities confer upon the plaintiff power to make 
such assessments as that here in question, even if it were applica- 
ble. It prescribes that the commissioners of towns and cities “may 
cause such improvements in the town to be made as may be necessary, 
and may apportion the same equally among the inhabitants by assess- 
ment of labor or otherwise.” The power thus vaguely sought to be con- 
ferred as to assessments like that in question here is quite as objection- 
able as the power intended to be conferred by the clause of the plain- 
tiff’s charter in question. It intends to confer the vague power of 
assessment without restriction, restraints, or direction of any kind or 
in any respect; it leaves the plaintiff to make assessments as it will; 
it may arbitrarily assess by the front foot, the square yard, the sal 
cost, by or without reference to a ane rule, with or without refer- 
ence to the benefit of the property charged; it may make a general 
charge for the whole paving done, and charge each owner of the land 
his or her proportion of the whole cost. This statute does not make 
the assessment a lien upon the property assessed, nor does it prescribe 
how. the property may be sold to satisfy the assessment. Any pro- 
ceeding to sell it, unless by a decree of a court, will be arbitrary and 
unauthorized. The very purpose of the constitutional provision is to 
prevent the exercise of such unbridled power, and save the property 
owner from unjust discrimination and oppression for which he can 
have no remedy. It is not sufficient to say that this plaintiff will not 
unjustly or unreasonably exercise such power. It may do so, other 
cities and towns may do so—no doubt have done so to a greater or less 
extent. The Constitution wisely does not intend that they shall have, 
be charged with, or exercise such great power without restraint 
(57) or limitation of any kind. It commands the Legislature to 
restrict such power. It seems to me that if its provision to 
which I have referred has not the meaning and purpose I have 
attributed to it, then it has'no practical meaning and is a dead letter, — 
serving no purpose. 
In my view, this case depends upon the proper interpretation of the 
constitutional provision I have cited and commented upon, and not 
upon a vast multipheity of conflicting and confusing decisions of courts 
out of this State in respect to the general power of assessment. An 
important part of the purpose of the Constitution is to rid the people 
of this State of uncertainty and confusion in respect to the power of 
assessment, and the serious evils incident thereto. 
In my judgment, the statute in question fails to restrict and regu- 
late the power of assessment it purports to confer upon the plaintiff, 
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as required by the Constitution, and hence, it had no power i. ene 
or enforce its ordinance in question. : 


Davis, J. I concur in ae above opinion of the Chief Justice. — 


Per Curiam. | | Reversed. 


Cited: Greensboro v. McAdoo, 112 N. C., 361, 2, 7; Hillard v. 
Asheville, 118 N. C., 851; Broadfoot v. Fayetteville, 121 N. ©., 428; 
Hutton v. Webb, 124 N. ©., 755; Asheville v. Trust Co., 143 N. C., 366, 
367; Kinston v. Loftin, 149 N. C., 256; Kinston v. Wooten, 150 N. C., 
298, 299; Schank v. Asheville, 154 N. C.,41; Tarboro v. Staton, 156 
N. ©., 507, 518; Tripp v. Comrs., 158 N. C., 186; Justice v. Asheville, | 
161 N. C., 73; Lewis v. Plot Mountain, 170 N. C., 110; Marion v. 
Pilot Mountain, 1b., 120; Canal Co. v. Whitley, 172 N, C., 102; Felmet 
v. Canton, 177 N. ©, BA: Pate v. Banke, 178 N. C., 149; Morganton 
v. Avery, 179 N. C., BBL; Cmrs. v. Sparks, vb., 584. 


— OOO 


(58 ) 


BE. Cc. KNIGHT vy. ALBEMARLE AND RALEIGH RAILROAD 
COMPANY 


Negligence—Instructions to Jury—Evidence. 


1, When the pleadings and proofs develop several aspects of the case upon 
which the right to recover depends, it is error to single out one and to 
charge the jury particularly in respect thereto, and give only general 
instructions as to the others—especially where special pertinent instruc- 
tions have been requested. 


2. What is negligence is a question of law for the court when the facts are 
ascertained; and when the evidence is conflicting, the court should 
instruct the jury that it is or is not negligence, accordingly as they might 
find the facts to exist. 


Apprat at Fall Term, 1891, of EnazcomsBg, fea Bryan, J. 

The complaint alleges that ‘the plaintiff planted and produced crops 
in 1887, 1888, and 1889 on a tract of land situate on and near Coneto 
Creek ; ‘that the said defendant constructed a bridge over and across 
said creck and a part of its roadbed so negligently, and so kept and 
maintained the same during said years, as to obstruct and prevent the 
free and natural flow of the water of said creek, and-thereby ponded the 
same upon the plaintifi’s said crops and greatly endamaged them, ete. 
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The answer denies the material allegations of the complaint; alleges 
that the said creek is a low, flat swamp of little fall, having a very 
sluggish current with a shallow run about the middle; that the water 
is ponded, if at all, by a county road embankment; that the said swamp 
and creek are full of trees, swamp undergrowth, logs, rafts, and accu- 
mulated trash, all of which greatly obstructed and retarded the flow of 
the water through said creek; that the ponding complained of was also 
occasioned by extraordinary rainfalls, ete. 

On the trial the defendant, among other things, asked the court to 
instruct the jury as follows: 

12. “If you are satisfied by the testimony that the lands and 
(59) crops were damaged at the alleged times, then you will find 
what damage there was, and then what caused it: whether it was 
done by the following causes taken and acting together, or by- one or 
more of them, that is, the obstruction by the county road, the insufii-. 
ciency of the creek as a drain in itself, the want of sufficient ditching, 
the effect of bad crop seasons and extraordinary rainfalls, the obstruc- 
tion by the railroad, the want of sufficient cultivation, and the obstruc- 
tion to the water by the trash, logs, rafts, and trees in the creek. If 
you find there was such damage, and that the railroad caused it in part, 
then it becomes your duty to ascertain what part of the damage was 
caused by the railroad; and if the plaintiff, it being his duty to do so, 
has not satisfactorily shown and proved to you what part was caused 
by the railroad, you will find that there was no damage.” 

The court declined to give such instruction, but told the jury, in 
directing them upon the issue as to damages, that “If the damage sus- 
tained by the plaintitt is due to the embankment of the public road, 
or any part of it is due to that cause, or any other cause than the negli- 
gent construction of the railroad embankment, the defendant is not 
liable for such damage.” 

The defendant excepted. 

There was evidence tending to prove “that the swamp of the creek 
is very low and full of trash, trees, tree-tops, logs and rafts; the water 
in it flows very slowly; the water is held back and checked in its flow by 
the trees, tree-tops, trash, logs and obstructions in the old canal.” The 
defendant alleged contributory negligence, and an appropriate issue in 
that respect was submitted to the jury. There was evidence of such 
negligence. 

There was a verdict and judgment thereon for the plaintif, 
(60) and the defendant appealed. 


No counsel for plaintiff. | 
John L. Bridgers (by brief) for defendant. 
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Mezrrimon, C. J., after stating the case: There was evidence on the 
trial tending to prove that the flow of the water of the creek men-. 
tioned was obstructed, retarded, and ponded back in some considerable 
measure by the trees, tree-tops, trash, logs, and like obstructions. This | 
evidence was pertinent and important, and the court should have 
appropriately directed the attention of the jury to it, as it did par- 
ticularly direct their attention to other pertinent evidence; especially 
it should have done so in compliance with the defendant’s special 
request. Although the defendant may not have been entitled to the 
whole of the instruction asked for and denied, still the court should 
have given so much thereof, or the substance of it, as it was entitled 
to have. The court instructed the jury in the course of its charge that 
“Tf the damage sustained by the plaintiff is due to the embankment of 
the public road, or if any part of it is due to that cause, or any other 
cause than the negligent construction of the railroad embankment, the - 
defendant is not liable for such damage.” This, we think, was not 
a sufficient compliance with the defendant’s request. Taking the 
latter, the evidence and instruction thus given, it may have been, per- 
haps was, misleading to the jury. The court directed their attention 
specially “to the embankment of the public road” as an obstruction to 
be considered, and also to “any other cause” of obstruction as to which 
there was evidence, but as it had expressly denied the special instruc- 
tion asked for, based in part upon the evidence in respect to obstruc- 
tions caused by “the trash, logs, rafts, and trees in the creek,” the jury 
may have supposed that these did not. constitute obstructions to | 
be considered by them, otherwise the court would have men- ( 61 ) 
tioned them, just as it did the embankment, which was also 
mentioned in the special instruction. As the court directed their 
attention specially and gave prominence to one cause of obstruction 
specified in this instruction, and did not in that connection, or at all, 
mention other similar prominent causes so specified, the jury may 
have believed that the latter were not such obstructions as they ought 
to consider. The omission (no doubt inadvertent) may have misled 
the jury; and hence there is error. | . 

In respect to the alleged contributory negligence of the plaintiff, 
the court instructed the jury that “The rule of law is that if the 
circtimstances were such that a man of ordinary care and prudence 
would have planted and cultivated his crop upon said lands, then he 
was not guilty of contributory negligence.” In this there is error. 
What is negligence is a question of law, to be decided by the court 
when the facts are ascertained, accepted as true, or admitted; and 
when the evidence is conflicting the court should tell the jury that 
there would or would not be negligence, accordingly as they might find 
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the facts to be in varying aspects of the evidence. So v. R. R., 
109 N. C., 589, and the cases there cited. 

If the court ‘should fail, in complicated cases, to instruct the jury 
as to every possible aspect of the evidence, this would not be error, 
unless the complaining party should ask it to do so. Such cases are, 
in this respect, not different from other cases. But the court should, 
as in other cases, be careful to present every just, distinct view of the 
evidence to the jury, with appropriate instructions as to the law 
applicable. 

The defendant 1s antiated to a 

New trial. 


Cited: Kahn v. R. R., 115 N. C., 641; Chesson v. Lumber Co., 118 
N. C., 69; Baker v. BR. R., 144 N. C., 42 ; "Marcom ». R. B., 165 N. C., 
260; Smith v. Tel. Co., 167 N. C., 956. 


( 62 ) 


STATE Ex REL. J. H. BOOTHE v. CHARLES D. UPCHURCH Et AL. 
Clerk Superior Court—Recewer—Bonds, Official—Surety. 


When the clerk of the Superior Court is appointed receiver of a minor’s 
estate under section 1585 of The Code, he takes and holds the funds by 
virtue of his office of clerk, and his sureties upon his official bond as | 
such officer are liable for any failure of duty on his part in that 
respect, and it is not necessary to obtain leave of the court before com- 
mencing an action for such failure. 


Action by relator against C. D. Upchurch, clerk of the Superior 
Court of Wake, and his sureties on his official bond, to recover money 
placed in his hands as receiver of relator’s estate during his infancy, 
and afterwards misapplied by said clerk, heard before Connor, J., at 
February Term, 1892, of Waxz. 

The relator became ‘of age shortly before the end of the clerk’s term 
of office, and immediately (in September, 1890) demanded the money 
due him. The defendant receiver then promised to settle, but subse- 
quently, and before this action was brought, told relator, in response 
to a second demand, that he had used the money. 

The sureties on the bond filed answers; the clerk did not answer. 
The sureties now insist that the complaint does not state facts suff- 
clent to constitute a cause of action, and that the relator was not 
entitled to recover on the evidence. It was in evidence, and was 
admitted, that at January Term, 1889, of the court (a former guardian 
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of the relator having been removed by an order in a proceeding insti- 
tuted by the solicitor on relation of the State, and C. D. Upchurch 
having been appointed “receiver as clerk of the Superior Court” )s 
the said clerk, as receiver, made his report, which showed a balance in 
his hands due the relator of $968.74, and that no part of the same had 
been paid. Upon an intimation from the court that the jury would 
be instructed that as the fund had passed into the hands of the clerk, 
in his capacity of receiver, they would respond to the issue, fixing 
the damages “Nothing,” instead of $968.74, as insisted by the 
relator, the said relator submitted to Semen of nonsuit and ( 63 ) 
appealed. | 


R. H. Battle, 8S. F. Mordecaa and W. J. Peele for plaintiff. 
T. R. Purnell for defendant. 


Avery, J. Laws of 1844 (Revised Code, secs. 14, 15) empowered the 
court of equity “to appoint the clerk and master or some discreet per- 
son a receiver to take possession of the ward’s estate,” in cases where 
a guardian should be removed. After that court was abolished, it 
was provided by Laws 1868 (Bat. Rev., ch. 53, sec. 22) that “the judge 
of the Superior Court should, in such cases, have the power to appoint — 
some discreet person” to. discharge the same duty, and that statute 
remained unaltered until 1 November, 1888, when-section 1585 of The 
Code took effect. It seems that the Code Commissioners were induced 
by the decision in Kerr v. Brandon, 84 N. C., 128, which was rendered 
about the time when the act empowering them to codify the laws was 
passed, to prepare the amendment to the act of 1868, which is incor- 
porated in said section, and which authorizes the judge to appoint “the 
clerk of the Superior Court or some discreet person.” 

The principle laid down in that case was that where the law under 
which a clerk or any other bonded officer should be appointed to dis- 
charge a fiduciary duty, authorized the court by its terms to appoint 
him in his official capacity, the order of the court, made in pursuance 
of such provisions of the statute, should be construed to impose upon 
him a trust for the faithful discharge of which the sureties on his 
bond should be bound. Cow v. Blair, 76 N. C., 78; McNeill v. Mor- 
pison, 68. N. C., 508. It is manifest that the eee are liable to 
answer for the default of an officer designated in an order as 
“©. D. Upchurch, clerk of the court,” empowered by the order ( 64 ) 
of the court as receiver to take charge of an infant’s estate. 
Board Education v. Bateman, 102 N. ©., 52. Those defendants who 
are his sureties do not seem seriously to "deny their ultimate liability 
for any breach of the bond which may be shown to have been com- 
mitted by their principal; but they contend that this action was 
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brought prematurely, and rely upon Atkinson v. Smith, 89 N. C., 72, 
to establish the position that the plaintiff could not maintain an 
action against the receiver, upon his bond, except where the pleadings 
set forth the fact that leave had been granted by the court to institute 
the suit. | 

No one will contest the soundness of the general proposition that 
where a creditor of an insolvent corporation or of an insolvent indi- 
vidual proposes to sue a receiver appointed by an order of court and 
placed in charge of the assets of the company, or the property taken 
out of the hands of the person, he’must first obtain leave of the court 
to bring such action. In Atkinson v. Smith, supra, the solicitor on 
the relation of the State had brought the action against the guardian, 
and pending that suit, in which an account was being taken, the court 
appointed a receiver who filed bond with the usual condition. Subse- 
quently, in the same action, on motion of the ward, who had mean- 
time arrived at the age of 21, an account was taken of the administra- 
tion of the fund by the receiver appointed. Upon the coming in of 
the report, showing that the receiver had failed to account for a 
certain sum, the court ordered the report to be confirmed, and fur- 
_ ther ordered the receiver to pay the sum so ascertained to be due into 
court, and that in default of such payment in thirty days the ward 
should have leave to.sue on the bond. 

In the case under consideration it must be remembered; (1) that 
the plaintiff has not made a motion in the original cause, but has 

brought an independent action against the sureties as well as 
(65) the principal; (2) that the clerk is not an ordinary receiver, 

whose power is derived solely from the appointment of the court, 
and the bond which the plaintiff seeks to subject is not one executed 
under the supervision of the appointing power, but that the relator 
brings his action for a breach of an official bond growing out of infidel- 
ity in the discharge of a trust covered by its conditions, which bind 
him “to account for and pay over according to law all moneys which 
have come or may come into his hands by virtue or color of his office, 
or under an order or decree of a judge.” The Code, sec. 1883. 

The fact that this fund passed into the hands of Upchurch by virtue 
of an order of the court places no one injured by his default in misap- 
propriating it at a disadvantage in proceeding to hold his sureties 
accountable, as compared with a plaintiff in execution, whose collected 
debt had been paid into court, and appropriated by the said officer to 
his own use, because both funds are alike covered by the express con- 
ditions of the bond, the sureties having obligated themselves by the 
same instrument to answer for both or either of the misappropriations 
mentioned. 
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The obligation of the defendant sureties to pay grows out of their 
agreement to answer the defaults of various kinds of which the clerk 
might be guilty, including misappropriation of any fund placed in his 
official care “by an order of court.” Judge Graves, at January Term, 
1889, ordered a certain fund to be turned over to OC. D. Upchurch, as 
clerk, whereupon the law and the express terms of the bond placed — 
that fund upon precisely the same footing as any other money en- 
‘trusted to him under color of his office. We cannot concede that the 
clerk discharges this trust as the creature of the court, and under the 
rules applicable to ordinary receivers; but we think he holds the money 
virtute officit as clerk, and that a ward may proceed, on reaching ma- 
turity, as summarily as may any other person who is secured 
in the same way, against his sureties as well as himself. ( 66 ) 
Board of Education v. Bateman, supra. 

It is not contended that this restriction operates upon any other class 
of persons who may have lost by the misappropriation of fiduciary 
funds by the clerk. The statute (The Code, sec. 1883) provides that 
every person injured by the neglect, misconduct, and misbehavior of 
any clerk of the Superior Court, etc., may institute a suit or suits 
against the officer and the sureties upon his “bonds for the due per- 
formance of his duties.” The law gives in express terms the right 
to bring one or more suits upon one or more of the bonds to “every 
injured person,’ not on leave from the court, but absolutely and 
unconditionally so soon .as the breach occurs, except that it is to be 
instituted in the name of the State. Conceding, therefore, that it may 
have been necessary to ask the leave of the court before commencing 
a suit to subject the bond of ‘‘another discreet person” who had been 
appointed at the instance of the solicitor, and had filed his bond as 
receiver in the court subject to the approval of the judge, it is mani- 
fest that the, Legislature did not intend to place the clerk under the 
special protection of the court, where he misappropriats the funds of 
infants, and thus tie the hands of a class of persons upon whom the 
law looks with peculiar favor, while all other injured persons may 
reap the reward of their diligence and promptness in proceeding 
against him. 

If the law would, under any circumstances, impose the duty of giv- 
ing preliminary notice of the purpose to institute an action of this 
kind, to the clerk, other than that implied in the demand for settle- 
ment, it would seem that the answer to the relator’s second demand, 
that he had used one money, would dispense with the necessity for it 
in this case. 

A trustee who has misappropriated a a fund can snes no indulgence 
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on the ground that he needs time to prepare for a settlement, when he | 
admits the breach of the bond; nor can his sureties in such 
(67) a case insist that needless cost has been incurred by bringing 
a suit without notice. 
We think that in intimating that the action had been erematurély 
brought there was 
Error. 


Cited: Black v. Gentry, 119 N. ©., 504; Hannah v. Hyatt, 170 
N. C., 638. 


WILLIAM ROBERTS v. Z. DICKEY 


Costs—Processioning. 


1. The report of processioners should specify with reasonable precision the 
contentions of the parties, so that the matter in dispute and the conclu- 
sion arrived at may be made clear. . 


2. Upon setting aside the report of processioners, it is error to render judg- 
ment for costs; that can only be done upon the final determination of 
the matter. 


PROCESSIONING PROCEEDING, heard upon exceptions to report, at 
J anuary Term, 1891, of Durnam, Boykin, J. 

This is a processioning prececdan begun by the plaintiff. A jury 
of frecholders was appointed as allowed by the statute (The Code, 
sec. 1928) , and they took action and made report, whereof the follow- 
ing is the substance: 

“Tt was demanded by the processioner of the plaintiff to say where 
he claimed the dividing line between him and defendant to be located, 
to which he responded, on the north side of a wagon road leading west 
from said Mountain Creek, from a sweet-gum on the east bank of 
the creek running west to a double white-oak, claimed as Moore’s 
corner. And a like demand being made on defendant, he Boy Deneras 
on the south side of said road. 

“After examining the deeds of plaintiff and dafendant and a 

(68) plat of the land of the late W. P. Mangum, examining the 
premises, and having various surveys made, we were unable to 

come to any conclusion, and reassembled on the next day on the prem- 
ises and heard further testimony, and made further examinations, and 
had other lines surveyed, but came to no conclusion, and adjourned 
without fixing another day. We were notified by the special proces- 
sioner to meet again on 22 May, 1890, on the premises, and accord- 
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ingly met, and, hearing further testimony, proceeded to establish the 
dividing line between the parties as follows: Beginning at fast rock 
and pointers 82 links south of the double white-oak claiméd as Moore’s 
corner by the plaintiff; thence along a chopped line south 8914 degrees 
east to the middle of said creek to a point a little north of the ford of 
the creek, indicated by pointers, ash, maple and black-gum. There- 
upon, the jury find that the plaintif failed to establish a line as 
claimed by him,” ete. 

The plaintiff filed exceptions to this report, as follows: 

1. That the jury failed to specifically set out the contentions of the 
defendant so as to show what land, if any, was recovered by the plain- 
tiff, and the material facts in reference to the dispute, and the ground 
of their own conclusions. . | 

9. That the jury ignored all the evidence in the cause, and arbi- 
trarily made a line in a place where no line had ever been before, and 
not according to the contentions of either party, and in a place where 
it is admitted that there was no line. 

The court sustained the exceptions and directed the clerk to proceed 
according to law, giving judgment against the defendant for the costs 
of the report. The defendant excepted and appealed. 


J. Parker for plaintiff. . 
J. W. Graham and W. W. Fuller for defendant. 


Merriuon, C. J., ee stating the case: The report is very indefinite 
and unsatisfactory. It fails to specify, with reasonable precision, what 
lines the parties respectively claimed and where they were. 

What the matter in dispute was cannot be seen from it. The ( 69 ) 
contentions of the parties should appear so that what the jury 
determined can be seen and understood, and, as well, so that the parties 
may readily present their objections to the action of the jury and that 
of the processioner. The report goes little beyond designating a line. 
Porter v. Durham, 90 N. C., 55; Forney v. Williamson, 98 N. C., 329; 
Euliss v. McAdams, 101 N. 0, 391. The court properly sustained the 
exceptions and set aside the report, and directed further action. This 
much of the judgment must be affirmed. 

We are of opinion, however, that the court ought not to have given 
judgment against the defendant for the costs of the report. The costs 
in processioning proceedings are regulated specially by the statute 
(The Code, secs. 1927, 1928). When the land is processioned without 
controversy, the “fees of the processioner and clerk shall be paid by the 
proprietor of the land” processioned. But in case of controversy, as 
in this case, and as contemplated by section 1928, cited above, “the 
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party against whom the decision is made shall pay all costs.” The 
statute so expressly provides, and the general statutory regulations in 
respect to costs do not apply. 

The controversy is not yet ended, and the court cannot see who is 
liable for the costs. 

The judgment in respect to costs must be reversed, and the case dis- 
posed of according to law. | 

AFFIRMED as to setting aside report. REvrersEp as to costs. 


(70 ) | 
B, E. THOMPSON v. THOMAS W. TAYLOR ev at: 


Lien—Contract—Married Woman—Evidence. 


1, The separate estate of a married woman cannot be subjected to the satis- 
faction of a lien for improvements thereon, although the improvements 
were made with her knowledge, unless the contract upon which the lien 
is based was executed by her in the manner prescribed by law. 


2. In an action to enforce such lien it was not error to exclude evidence 
that the improvements were made with the knowledge of the married 
woman and that she subsequently used them, there being no allegation 
of fraud or other evidence of a valid contract with her. 


APPEAL ion a justice of the peace, tried betore Whitaker, J., at 
Spring Term, 1891, of Nasz. 

The plaintiff Seine pay for a balance due on an account against the 
husband defendant for work and labor and material furnished to build 
a house on the land of the feme defendant, and he seeks to enforce his 
lien upon the land of the feme defendant, filed in the office of the 
Superior Court clerk of Nash County. | 

The feme defendant denies that she made any contract with the 
plaintiff. She says that Thomas Taylor had a house built on her land, 
but he did not contract in her name for the building of the same, nor 
had he any authority to do so, and whatever is due to the plaintiff is 
due from the defendant Thomas Taylor, and he and his creditors have 
her permission to remove the house from her land; but she denies that 
she or her land-is in any way liable for the plaintif’s claim, 

The issues submitted, by consent, to the Jury were: 

1. Is feme defendant liable for the account claimed by plaintiffs? 

2. Is her land, or any part Hore subject to lien for the 
(71) payment of said account? 
— «660 
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The following evidence was offered by plaintiff: 

“The plaintiff testified that he furnished the lumber to: build the 
house on the land of feme defendant and also worked on the nous’, 
and that there is due for the same the sum of $98.54.” | 

The following questions were submitted to the witness, objected to by 
feme defendant; objection sustained by the court, to which plaintiff 
excepted, to wit: 

1. Did feme defendant know that you were furnishing the parce 
and labor for the building of this house? 

2. Did you have any conversation with feme defendant wile you 
were delivering the lumber and working on the house? 

38. Was she present when the lumber was being delivered? 

4, Did she live in the house after it was finished ? 

Thomas W. Taylor testified that he is the husband of feme defend: 
ant, and that the house was built upon her land, and that plaintiff’s 
account is correct, and the amount claimed by iia is due. 

The following questions were propounded to this witness, to which 
the feme defendant objected; objections were sustained by the court, 
and the plaintiff excepted, to wit: 

1. Did you and your wife live in the house after it was finished ? 

2. Was this house built at the request of your wife? 

3, Did your wife know that the plaintiff was Meee lumber to 
build the house? 

The court then announced that it would hold that no len could be 
created upon the separate real estate of feme defendant, except by an 
instrument executed according to the statute, and that mere silence 
- would not estop her. 

The plaintiff admitted that no such instrument had been 
executed, whereupon the court directed the jury to answer “No” (72) 
to each of the issues, to which the plaintiff excepted. 

The plaintiff excepted to the judgment, upon the ground of error in | 
his Honor’s exclusion of the testimony offered, and in directing the 
jury to respond “No” to the issues as above indicated, and epee 
from the judgment rendered. 


G. W. Blount and F. A. Woodard (by brief) for pointe. 
— John Devereaux, Jr., for defendant. ' 


Davis, J. No fraud is alleged or suggested, and it is too well settled 
to’ need discussion that no contract can bind a married woman, not a 
free trader, unless executed in the manner prescribed by law. “Parth- 
ing v. Shields, 106 N. C., 289; Weir v. Page, 109 N. C., 220. | 

But the counsel for dee plaintif say: “We rely on: no promise 
(express or implied) of the feme defendant, but upon. the law, which 
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makes the contract for her, at least to the extent of having satisfaction 
out of her land to the extent of the value of the materials furnished 
and labor done in improving it.” 

Counsel say: “The statute on which we rely is that in The Code, 
sec. 1781, ‘Every building built, rebuilt, repaired, together 
with the necessary lots on which said building may be situated 
shall be subject to a lien for work done on the same or material fur- 
nished.’ Does coverture constitute an exception which will relieve the 
feme defendant’s land from liability? y? 

The argument is an ingenious one, but counsel fail to note the words 
of the statute which subject the property only to “a lien for the pay- 
ment of all debts contracted for work done on the same,” ete. Evi- 
dently the contract must be made, not by the law, but by some one capa- 

ble of contracting. The statute did not intend to give a hen to 
(73) a person who officiously, and without contract or authority, 
builds a house upon the land of another. 

The plaintiff, without the authority of the feme defendant, built 
the house upon her land, and he cannot hold her or her land responsible 
for his work and labor or material furnished. 

vo error. 


Cited: Nicholson v. Nichols, 115 N. C., 202; Weathers v. Borders, 
121 N. C., 388; Ball v. Paquin, 140 N. C., 94, 95; Kearney v. Vann, 
154 N. C., 816; Stephens v. Hicks, 156 N. C., 244. 


Nore.—This has been changed by Laws 1901, ch. 617, now CG. S. 2434; 
Finger v. Hunter, 130 N. C., 529. 


GEORGE B. ELAM v. CALVIN BARNES. 


Pleading—Demurrer—Motion to Dismiss—Cause of Actzron. 


1. A motion to dismiss an action because the complaint does not state facts 
sufficient to constitute a cause of action is a demurrer, and should he 
disregarded unless it specify the particulars of the alleged defect. The 
objection may be taken ore tenus for the first time in the Supreme 
Court, or the Court may, ex. mero motu, dismiss the cause; but if a 
motion is made by a party to dismiss, he will be required to specify the 
ground. 


2, A complaint alleged that plaintiff had purchased a lot of tobacco frem 
defendant, but the latter refusing to deliver, the former had it seized — 
under a requisition in claim and delivery; that pending these proceed- 
ings a proposition was made by defendant and accepted for a settlement 
of all matters in controversy between them; that the terms of the settle- 
ment were complied with, and claimed damages for injuries to the 
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tobacco while defendant was resisting plaintiff's claim to possession: 
Held, not.a good cause of action. 


Appar at February Term, 1891, of Vancz, from Whitaker, J. 
The facts necessary to an idorstandiie of ihe questions decided are | 
stated in the opinion. 


. 1.1. Hicks and A. J. Harris (by brief) for plaintiff. 
No counsel contra. 


Crark, J. The defendant, after answer filed, moved to dismiss the 
action on the ground that “the complaint did not state facts sufficient 
to constitute a cause of action.” This is a demurrer, which can 
be taken at any stage of the proceedings, and the objection may ( 74 ) 
even be made for the first time in this Court. None the less, it 
is a demurrer, and should be disregarded unless it specify the particu- 
lars wherein the complaint fails to state a cause of action. This is 
required by The Code, sec. 240, which expressly provides that. a gen- 
eral demurrer should not be considered. Love v. Comrs., 64 N. C., 
ee George v. High, 85 N. C., 99; Bank v. Bogle: 85 N. C., 203; Jones 

. Comrs., 85 N. C., 278. “The court below should have required the 
iaeadaat to pot out by his motiorf wherein the complaint failed to 
state a cause of action, and if he failed to do so, should have disre-_ 
garded it.” Pearson, C. J., in Love v. Comrs., supra. It 1s true, not- 
withstanding such demurrer was erroneously allowed or disallowed 
below, it is still open to the defendant to renew it ore tenus here. Hunter 
v. Yarborough, 92 N. C., 68. If renewed here, and in the same defect- 
ive form, this Court will require the ceeaueeer to comply with the 
statute ; but j in fact it was not renewed here. There is, strictly speak- 
ing, only before us for review the action of the court below im erro- 
neously sustaining a general demurrer. 

It is true, the Court here will look into the record, and if there is a 
want of jurisdiction or a failure to state a cause of action, it will, ex mero 
motu, dismiss the action, for such defect cannot be waived. It is but 
fair, however, to the opposite side that the court below should require, 
as the statute demands, that the demurrer, even when made ore tenus, 
should point out the alleged defect, since it gives opportunity to ask for 
an amendment if the defect admits of cure, or permits further costs to 
be avoided if the defect is incurable, since the party, upon the particu- 
lars being indicated, may become satisfied of the invalidity of his cause 
of action and discontinue further proceedings. This would seem | 
to be the reason of the statute; at any rate, its provisions are (75 ) 
clear and should be observed. 

Upon looking into the pleadings, ‘we find that the complaint alleged 
the purchase of certain tobacco by the plaintiff of the defendant, which 
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the latter afterwards refused to deliver; whereupon the plaintiff took 
out claim and delivery proceedings, and while under such proceedings . 
the tobacco was in the sheriff’s hands, the complaint alleges that the 
' defendant made an offer to the plaintiff to settle the matter on a specific 
basis, “and that all matters in controversy between them should be 
thereby settled.” It is further alleged that the plaintiff accepted the 
offer, and that the terms thereof were fully complied with. Notwith- 
standing all which, the plaintiff still brings this action for alleged 
damage to the tobacco by its being hauled and rehauled, and loaded 
and unloaded when defendant was resisting the plaintifi’s claim to 
possession of the tobacco, all of which was prior to the compromise and 
settlement by which it. is alleged in the complaint that it was agreed 
“that all matters in controversy between them should be thereby 
settled.” 

Compliance with such settlement is averred, and no cause of action 
is set out which arose subsequent thereto. It is true that it is alleged 
that the defendant has brought suit against one George B. Harris, who 
was surety to the plaintiff for the payment of the purchase money of 
the tobacco, for an alleged deficiency in the amount by the original 
contract agreed to be paid. If sq the above alleged agreement of com- 
promise and full settlement between the plaintiff and the defendant 
can be pleaded in bar to such action. The fact that the defendant has: 
brought such action does not invalidate and set aside the compromise 
and settlement so as to entitle the plaintiff to maintain an action which 
upon his own averments is barred by the compromise and settlement. 
Let it be entered that the action 1s 

Dismissed. 


Cited: Ball v. Paquin, 140 N. C., 85; Blackmore v. Winders, 144 | 
N. G@., 219; Garrison v. Ean 150 N. G, 677. 


*“W, G. MAXWELL ex at. v. R. BARRINGER. 


Trust and Trustee—Statute of Lamitations—Pow ers—Parttes— 
Tenants in Common. | 


In 1870 defendant purchased land at sale under execution and took the 
sheriff's deed therefor, upon which he endorsed, under seal, an agree- 
ment that he held the land for the joint benefit of one M. and himself, 
subject to the condition that the lands were to stand as security for 


*AvpRY, J., did not sit on the hearing of this appeal. 
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a debt dwe himself and then a debt to one W., and after payments of pur- 
chase money any profits realized before all the lands were sold, when 
defendant sold as trustee at public sale for a fair price, and the purchaser | 
failing to take payment, reconveyed to defendant, who settled with M.’s 
administrator, accounting with him for the share to which M. would have 
been entitled. In an action by M.’s heirs at law for an account and: sale 
and partition: Held-— 

1. That defendant and M., by ite of ine agreement endorsed on sheriff's 
deed, became equitable tenants in common of the lands, and upon M.’s 
death his estate descended to his heirs at law. ; 


2. That the defendant had no power to make the sale of lands after M.’s 
death, and his attempted sale was void, and the settlement with and 
payment to the administrator were not binding on the heirs of M. _ 


3. That the defendant was the trustee of an express trust, and the statute of © 
limitations did not bar plaintiffs’ cause of action. 


4, That M,’s administrator was not a necessary party to the action, though 
defendant was entitled to have him brought in if he so desired. 


AppraL at August Term, 1891, of Meckztensure, from Hoke, J. 

On 2 July, 1870, certain lands belonging to J. J. Maxwell were sold 
by the sheriff of Mecklenburg under execution, when the defendant was: 
the last and highest. bidder, at the sum of $2,775, to whom the 
sheriff made deed, upon which the defendant made the follow- CiTt) 
ing endorsement : 

“I, Rufus Barringer, Hercoe agree with F. H. Maxwell that I hold 
the lands herein described for the joint benefit of myself and said 
EF. H. Maxwell, subject to the following terms and conditions, to wit: 
First, said lands are to stand security for a note of $1,486.69 of this 
date, given by Maxwell to myself, with 18 per cent interest until paid, 
and to secure a note of $300 to J. H. Wilson of this date, and then the 
said lands to stand for the balance of the purchase money so paid and 
receipted for by said Maxwell; and if any profits are realized over and 
above these sums, the same are to be equally divided between myself 
and the said F. H. Maxwell.” 

Rurus Barringer. [SEAL | 


Some time thereafter the defendant and F. H. Maxwell sold and 
conveyed a portion of the land to one Selby. 

F. H. Maxwell died intestate in 1874, leaving plaintiffs his heirs at 
law, and John A. Young was aeaoead his administrator. 

In the autumn of the last named year the defendant, in pursuance 
of an understanding with the heirs at law, or the greater number of 
them, with the administrator, advertised the unsold portion of the 
land for public sale; the sale was made and the land bought by one 
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Jarvis Maxwell, the agent of the parties in interest, under an agree- 
ment that he was to run up the bidding to a price which was thought to 
be a fair price, and if it was knocked down to him, he was to take it, 
pay the purchase money, and make what he could out of it, or, if he 
preferred, defendant was to take it off his hands at his bid. He took 

a deed from defendant, as trustec, and, after trying to resell, 
(78) reconveyed to defendant, who charged himself with the purchase 

money, and subsequently settled with the administrator of F. H. 
«Maxwell for the amount supposed to be due his intestate. The de- 
fendant was in possession from the time of his original purchase up 
to the beginning of this action. Jarvis Maxwell’s deed to defendant 
was made 19 November, 1874. 

The plaintiffs, in October, 1889, made demand upon defendant for 
a settlement of the trust, but defendant, alleging that the settlement 
had been made with the administrator, as hereinbefore stated, declined 
to recognize their demand, and this action was instituted to compel 
a settlement and a sale of the land and partition of the proceeds. 

The following issues were submitted to the Jury: 

1. Was there a, sale of the land by the defendant R. Barringer, in 
November, 1874, and a conveyance of the property to Jarvis Maxwell? 

2. Was there a settlement between R. Barringer and the administra- 
tor of EF. H. Maxwell in which defendant accounted for the value of 
Maxwell’s interest in the property ? | | 

3. Was the price for which the land was sold, and for hich defend- 
ant accounted, a fair value for the land? 

4, Is plaintiffs claim barred by the statute of limitations? 

5, In the above settloment was the purchase price of the alleged sale 
accounted for by defendant ? 

The defendant moved to dismiss the action upon the grounds that 
the plaintiffs, suing as heirs of F. H. Maxwell, had no right to main- — 
tain the action, the administrator of F. H. Maxwell being the only 
person who had a right to call defendant to account for his interest 
in the matter in controversy, and that, at any rate, the administrator 
of F. H. Maxwell was a necessary party, and that it was not proper to 
submit any issues to the jury until the administrator was in court. 
His Honor overruled this motion. Defendant excepted. 

His Honor instructed the jury to answer “No” to the first and 
fourth issues, and to answer the other issues “Yes.” His Honor 

* charged that the statute of limitations did not apply, as it was 
(79) an open and express trust. Defendant excepted to the instruc- 

tions as to first and fourth issues. 

The defendant moved for judgment upon the issues so found under 
the instruetion of his Honor, that the plaintiffs recover nothing by 
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this action, and for costs. This motion his Honor refused, and 
defendant excepted. 

The defendant then moved for a new trial, for the reason that his 
Honor had erred in directing the jury to answer “No” to the first and 
fourth issues. 

His Honor having refused the motion submitted for a new trial 
upon the first and fourth issues, the defendant moved for a new trial 
upon all the issues, because of error in the instruction given upon the 
first issue and upon the fourth issue. 

This motion was also refused, and the defendant excepted. There 
was judgment for plaintiffs. To this judgment defendant excepted 
and appealed. | 


CL W. Tallett for plaintiffs. 
P. D. Walker for defendants. 


Suepuerp, J. The plaintiffs are suing as the heirs at law of F. H. 
Maxwell, and they pray that an account be stated, that certain land be 
sold, and that the proceeds be divided between them and the defendant 
| according to their respective interests. 

It is insisted by the defendant that the said F: H. Maxwell hea no 
interest in the land that was descendible to the plaintiffs as his heirs 
at law, and that if he had such an interest 1t was converted into per- 
sonalty by virtue of an alleged sale made by the defendant, and 
that he has fully accounted and settled with the administrator ( 80 ) 
of said. Maxwell for the proceeds of the same. 

(1) We will first consider the nature of the interest which F. H. 
Maxwell acquired by virtue of the writing endorsed under the 
hand and seal of the defendant on the back of the sheriff’s deed. It is 
there expressly declared that the defendant holds the land for the joint 
benefit of himself and Maxwell, but it is “to stand as a security” for 
a note of $1,486.69 and interest, given by Maxwell to the defendant, 
and also “to secure a note of $300 to J. H. Wilson of this date, and 
then the land to stand for the balance of the pea eae money so paid and 
receipted for by said Maxwell.” 

We are very decidedly of the opinion that this vested an equitable 
estate in common in Maxwell, the land being charged with the pay- 
ment of the indebtedness qienioned’ It is true that it is provided that 
“Tf any profits are realized over and above these sums, the same are to 
be equally divided between (the defendant) and F. H. Maxwell,” but 
we are unable to perceive how the addition of these words can have 
the effect of changing the character of such equitable estate. In view of 
the context, the word “profits” may well be construed to mean such sur- 


57 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [110 


MAXWELL’ Vv. BARRINGER. 


plus as may remain should it be necessary to make a sale to satisfy the 
said indebtedness. Smith v. Walser, 2 B. & C., 401, cited by counsel, 
is not in point. There, A, a merchant, and.B, a broker, agreed that 
the latter should purchase goods from the former, and in leu of 
brokerage should receive for his trouble a certain proportion of the 
profits arising from the sale, and should bear a proportion of the losses. 
It was held that this did not vest in B any share in the property pur- 
chased or in the proceeds of it. Bailey, J., remarked that if A had 
agreed that B should have “that portion of the property itself, it 
would no doubt have become the joint property of the two.” In our 
case the land seems to have been purchased by the defendant 
(81) Maxwell, and there is, as we have seen, a declaration of trust 
that the defendant is to hold the land for their joint benefit. 
Neither does Sprague v. Bond, 108 N. C., 382, apply. There a 
grantee of an absolute deed orally agreed to sell the land and divide 
the profits with the grantor. The grantee sold the land, and it was 
held that oral testimony was admissible to prove the agreement in an 
action by the grantor for an account of the profits. The Court at the 
same time declared that such an agreement could not, under the cir- 
cumstances, be enforced as a trust against the land, because it was: 
within the statute of frauds; but the sale having been voluntarily made 
by the grantee, a recovery was permitted because it related to the 
consideration only. The argument which assimilates this case to the 
one before us improperly assumes that Maxwell had no enforcible trust 
against the land; whereas we have seen that he had an equitable estate 
therein. . 
Parties owning land in common may agree that the profits, either 
before or after a sale, shall be equally divided, subject to any charges 
that they may impose upon their respective interests; but until there 
has been a conversion, either equitable or legal, their interests must 
necessarily retain the characteristics of real property, and as such be 
descendible to their heirs. There is certainly nothing in: the ‘declara- 
tion of trust that amounts to an equitable conversion; for even if a 
power of sale had been conferred upon the defendant trustee, there 
is nothing in the language used which either expressly or by implication 
makes it his imperative duty to sell, and “the equitable ought must 
exist before there can be any room for the operation of the maxim that 
equity regards that as done which ought to be done.” 3 Pom. Eq, Juris., 
1160; Mills v. Harris, 104 N. C., 626. 
(2) It is insisted, however, that there has been a legal conversion by 
reason of a sale made by the ‘defendant. We think that his Honor was 
| warranted in instructing the jury that there was no sale to 
(82) Jarvis Maxwell. First, we are of the opinion that the agree- 
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ment did not vest in the defendant a power of sale. It is very 
evident that shortly after the transaction the parties did not them- 
selves conceive that such a power existed, as they both joined in a deed 
conveying a part of the land which hey ‘had sold to one Selby. This, 
however, does not determine the legal question, but is only referred to 
as showing the natural construction that should be put upon such very 
general language as that from which the power is said to be implied. It 
is true, as stated in Perry on Trusts, 766, that no particular form of 
words is necessary to create a power of sale. “Any words which show 
an intention to create such power, or any form of instrument which 
imposes duties upon a trustee that he cannot perform without it, will 
necessarily create a power of sale in the trustee.” We find no words 
here which show such an intention or impose such a duty. All that is 
said is that “If any profits are realized over and above these sums, the 
same are to be equally divided,” ete. Nothing is said about a sale, the 
time when it is to be made, or ine terms thereof; and if we are correct 
in our construction that Maxwell acquired an équable estate, charged 
with certain indebtedness, it would. be analogous to a mortgage or trust 
to pay debts which clearly, in this State, could not be foreclosed under 
such vague language, but would require a decree of court. Council 
v. Averett, 95 N. C., 131, and Foster v. Crarge, 22 N. C., 209, cited 
by counsel, do not, a our opinion, sustain the contention of ‘the defend- 
ant in favor of a power of sale. 

Another reason in support of the-ruling of the Court may be found 
in the fact that there was really no sale to Jarvis Maxwell, as it is 
plain from the testimony that he bought the land under the direction 
and as the agent of the defendant, and if it be conceded that there was 
a delivery of the deed by the defendant to the said Jarvis (which is 
not at all free from doubt), and if the naked legal title vested 
for an instant in him before he reconveyed to the defendant ( 83 ) 
the latter would still take the land charged with the trusts. Even 
if a stranger had acquired the legal title with notice, he would take it 
subject to the trusts; a fortvort would the trusts be binding on the trus- 
tees who purchased indirectly at his own sale. Howell v. Tyler, 91 
N. C., 207; Froneberger v. Lewis, 79 N. C., 426; Sumner v. Sessoms, 
94 .N. ven 371; Gibson v. Barbour, 100 N. C., 197. 

(3) It is further contended that although the defendant may have 
purchased at his own sale, it was only voidable, and that as the proceeds 
would be personalty, the administrator could ratify the sale, and that 
such ratification and subsequent settlement are a bar to the plaintiffs’ 
claim. If, as we hold, an equitable estate in the land descended to the 
plaintiffs, it cannot be seen how the administrator was entitled to 
the proceeds. It is sufficient to say, however, in answer to the proposi- 
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tion that, there being no power to sell, the sale was void and not merely 
voidable, and therefore insusceptible of ratification by anyone. 

(4) The defendant finally insists that the plaintiffs are barred by the 
statute of limitations. The defendant was the trustee of an express 
trust, and also an equitable tenant in common with the plaintiffs. 
His possession was not inconsistent with his relation to the plaintiffs, 
and there was no actual ouster or exclusive possession for twenty years. 
Gilchrist v. Middleton, 107 N. C., 681. Treating him either as a 
trustee or a tenant in common, the statute would not be put im opera- 
tion until a demand and refusal, and there was none on the part of the 
plaintiffs or their ancestor. Wright v. Cain, 93 N. C., 296; Davis v. 
Cotten, 55 N. C., 480; Huntly v. Huntly, 30 N. C., 250; Bruner v. 
Threadgill, 88 N. C., 361. 

(5) Under the view which we have taken, the presence of the admin- 
istrator of F. H. Maxwell was not necessary to the determination of 
the issues submitted to the jury. If, however, his presence 1s deemed 

essential to a proper adjustment of the equities arising upon the 
( 84) accounting, he should, upon the motion of etther the plaintiffs or 
defendant, be made a party. The Code, sec. 189. 

So far as we are able to see, there appears to be no error in the direc- 
tions given to the referee; but the defendant is not precluded from 
renewing his exceptions to these upon the coming in of -the report. 

Upon a consideration of all of the exceptions presented by the defend- 
ant, we are of the opinion that there is | 

No error. 


Cited: Hilton v. Gordon, 177 N. C., 344. 


H. E. SONDLEY v. CITY OF ASHEVILLE. 
Appeal-——N otice—Mumcerpal Corporations. 


1. The provision in the charter of the city of Asheville, declaring that as soon 
as practicable after receiving the report of a jury appointed to assess 
damages and benefits arising from laying out streets, the mayor shall 
call a meeting of the board of aldermen and submit the report to them, 
and if they are dissatisfied with any item thereof the city may appeal 
to the next term of the Superior Court, does not require that the board 
of aldermen shall come to a conclusion at the first meeting. The statute 
intends they shall have time for proper deliberation, and, therefore, 
where, after some consideration, the report of a jury was postponed for 
one week, the city did not thereby lose its right of appeal. 
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2. The “next term” of the court means that term which shall begin next 
after the expiration of the ten days allowed for service of notice of 
appeal. 


Morion to dismiss appeal from assessment of a jury, heard before 
Merrimon, J., at August Term, 1891, of Buncomsg. 
The facts are stated in the opinion. 


W. W. Jones and F. A. Sondley for plaintiff. (85 ), 
T. H. Cobb for defendant. 


Crark, J. The facts were found by the court, and upon the facts 
found the court dismissed the appeal. The exception to the judgment, 
therefore, presents for review the correctness of the order of dismissal 
upon such state of facts. It appears therefrom that the report of the 
jury to assess damages was filed on 18 February; that at the regular 
meeting of the board of aldermen, to whom the report was required 
by law to be made, held on 20 February, “the report of said jury was 
taken up and considered by said board,” but though the plaintiff’s 
counsel urged a decision that night, the board adjourned their final 
determination of the matter till the next regular meeting, which was on 
27 February. At such meeting the board of aldermen approved the 
report, except as to the item of $2,000 assessed as damages in favor of 
the plaintiff, and ordered notice to issue to the plaintiff that on behalf 
of the city of Asheville an appeal was taken as to that item of dam- 
ages. The notice was issued and served on 2 March. The next term 
of the Superior Court began on 9 March. The court dismissed the 
appeal on the ground that “no sufficient reason, indeed no reason at 
all, has been shown why the board adjourned the consideration of the 
report from 20 to 27 February, 1891. The mayor might have called 
a meeting of the board for a day early enough to have afforded ample 
time to act finally upon said report, and give ten days notice of 
appeal to the next term of the Superior Court as required by the city 
charter. Upon the foregoing facts, the court is of opinion that the 
city has been guilty of laches and has lost the right of appeal from the 
item of damages assessed in favor of the plaintiff; and it is therefore 
adjudged that the said appeal be dismissed; and for the reasons that 
have moved the court to dismiss the appeal, the application of 
the city, at this term, for a recordari in respect to said item of ( 86 ) 
damages, is denied.” 

The charter of the city provides: “As soon as practicable after 
receiving the report of the jury, the mayor shall call a meeting of the 
board of aldermen and submit the report to them, and if the aldermen 
shall conclude that the damages assessed by the jury are excessive, 
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they may decline to pay the same and discontinue the proposed im- 
provement; . . . or if the aldermen be dissatisfied with any item 
in the report, then and in that case either party may appeal, on the 
item with which they are dissatisfied, to the next term of the Superior 
Court of Buncombe POUnly, by giving the adverse party or parties ten 
days notice in writing.” 

When the report of assessment was made on 18 F diva y, and 
a regular meeting was to be held on 20 February, there was nothing 
in the act or in the circumstances of the case or the nature of the pro- 
ceedings, which required that an extraordinary meeting should be 
called prior to the regular meeting which was to be held on the next 
day but one. No reason is shown why the city should be put to the 
extra expense or the aldermen to the inconvenience, nor does it appear 
that the plaintiff suffered any damage by the extraordinary meeting 
not being called. At the meeting on the 20th the report was sub- 
‘mitted to the board as required by the act. The act did not require 
that a decision should be reached at such first meeting. Something 
must be left to the intelligence, discretion, and presumed fair dealing 
of the board of aldermen of the city. The case states that they “con- 
sidered” the report, but decided not to come to a final conclusion of the 
matter that night, and adjourned it for further consideration to 
another meeting, held a week from that date. This was no negligence, 
but on its face would show care and desire to arrive at a proper con- 
clusion. It was not an unreasonable delay. There were many items 

in the report affecting many parties, and the case states that 
( 87 ) some of the other parties affected by the report were not present, 

and that the board adjourned, after a suggestion of their 
absence and presumably to give them an opportunity to be heard, to 
the next meeting, a week later, though the plaintiff’s counsel, repre- 
senting one of the parties affected by the report, insisted on an imme- 
diate decision. It is true, the judge finds as a fact that no good reason 
was shown to him for the postponement. But surely the board of 
aldermen, chosen by the people of a city to administer their affairs, 
upon the receipt of a report of this kind affecting many persons, after 
considering it and finding some of the parties concerned not repre- 
sented, are vested with the discretionary power, for that or any other 
reason deemed good by them, to adjourn its consideration for a week, 
that they may be more fully advised. The board of aldermen were not 
the opposite party to the plaintiff. They were a judicial body vested 
with the duty of scanning the report and of saying if, im all its items 
and in all respects, it was fair and just to the taxpayers of the city and 
to the parties immediately interested in the report. Should they refuse 
to confirm any item of the report, the party affected or the city could 
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appeal. If the city appealed, the board would order notice of appeal 
to be given on its behalf, which was done here in due time. The duty 
devolved upon the board was a serious one. Had they been forced to 
decide hastily that night without full consideration, and had held that 
the $2,000 assessed in favor of the plaintiff was just and proper, the 
taxpayers of the city would have been saddled with the payment of that 
sum without any opportunity of redress, however exorbitant or unjust 
the amount might prove to be. While the act requires prompt con- 
sideration of such reports of assessments, there is nothing in the act nor 
in the authorities, nor in the reason of the thing, which debars a post- 
ponement of a final decision for so short a period. for fuller considera- 
tion. We cannot see the surroundings and learn the reasons which 
prompted the board to take a short postponement of the matter. 

We can see, however, on the record, that before the next meeting ( 88 ) | 
and during the week of postponement the board had secured a 
deposit by parties interested, which, no matter how the action eventu- 
ates, will save the taxpayers from payment of any part of the assess- 
ment, provided the city, by taking an appeal, would give an oppor- 
tunity to have the amount of the assessment reviewed by a Superior 
Court and before a constitutional jury. If it were law that when such 
reports of assessments are made (and they are necessarily frequent) 
the board of aldermen must at their first sitting, in hot haste and 
before rising, dispose of the matter, however desirous they may be of 
a short adjournment for further consideration, the result would be 
that, as a matter of safety, either the intended improvement must be 
suagdoned or an appeal would have to be entered for the city in every 
case. Such was not the intent of the law, which contemplates a con- 
sideration of the report by the aldermen, who are charged with doing 
justice between the parties whose lands are condemned and the other 
taxpayers. Their decision as to any item is binding and conclusive 
if against the city, and it is only when they think that the amount 
assessed is too great that the city has opportunity to have the assess- 
ment reviewed on appeal by a court and a jury of twelve men. There 
is no suggestion of any detriment which the plaintiff received or could 
have received by the adjournment. We think, therefore, that the . 
adjournment of the final consideration. of the report from 20 February 
to 27 February was not unreasonable, and was within the discretion 
reposed by law in the board of aldermen. 

But were it otherwise, it could have made no difference in this case, 
for the plaintiff could be in no better condition than if the decision is 
taken to have been made by the board at the first meeting of 20 Febru- 
ary. The notice of appeal was served on 2 March, which was 
within ten days thereafter, under the statute (The Code, secs. ( 89 ) 
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596 and 602), which “excludes the first day and includes the last.” 
Walker v. Scott, 104 N. C., 481; Barcroft v. Roberts, 92 N. C., 249. 
Such service was made by the chief of police (who by the record is 
also city marshal), who by the charter of Asheville (secs. 97, 176, 
201, and ordinance 759) was authorized to serve the notice as fully as 
the sheriff could have done. It was served on 2 March by leaving a 
copy with the plaintiff, as allowed by The Code, sec. 597 (2). Out 
of abundant caution, another notice of appeal was served the next day 
by reading it to the plaintiff. This was unnecessary. It is required as 
to the service of a summons (The Code, sec. 214), but not of a notice, 
The Code, sec. 597, supra. 

The point most strenuously relied on before us was that the appeal 
must be “to the next term,” and inasmuch as there was not ten days 
notice (which the appellee was entitled to have) between the time the 
notice of appeal was served on 2 March and the next term of the Supe- 
rior Court, which began on 9 March, it 1s urged that therefore the city 
lost its appeal and all right to have the assessment reviewed. The 
provision for an appeal to the next term means no more than to the 
next term to which an appeal in orderly and regular course would go. — 
If a case is tried before a magistrate within ten days before court, and 
the party appealing waits till the tenth day to serve notice of appeal, 
the appeal goes to the next succeeding term. The appellant is not cut 
out of an appeal, because The Code, secs. 565, 880, provides that the 
appeal must be to the next term. Ballard v. Gay, 108 N. C., 544; 
S. v. Johnson, 109 N. C., 852. In that case, too, the justice is allowed 
ten days in which to send up the papers after service of notice of appeal. 
The Code, sec. 878. If by reason of the ten days allowed to give notice 
of appeal and the ten days thereafter to send up the papers, if in fact 

the appeal is not docketed at the first term next immediately 
(90) after the trial, the appellant would not lose his appeal. It goes 

up to the next term in orderly course of procedure. In lke 
manner, an appeal to this Court stands for argument at “next term” 
after the trial below. S. v. James, 108 N. C., 792, and Porter v. R. R., 
106 N. C., 478. But it has been held that if the trial below was so 
. short a time before the beginning of the next term here that by exer- 
cise of the statutory time for giving notice of appeal, serving and 
settling the case, the appeal is not docketed here till after the district to 
which it belongs is passed, the cause (except by consent under Rule 10, 
or an appeal in a criminal case) does not stand for argument till the 
next succeeding term, though it should, of course, under our rules, be 
docketed. Avery v. Pritchard, 106 N. C., 344. 

In the present case, whether (as we have said) the board of alder- 
men had discretionary power to adjourn their decision from 20 Febru- 
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ary to 27 February or not, the service of notice of appeal on 2 March 
was in time. It was not the fault of the appellant that a term of the 
Superior Court began within ten days thereafter, and “the next term” 
must be held to be the next term beginning after the expiration of the 
ten days allowed to the appellee after the service of’ the notice of 
appeal. 

The order of the court dismissing the appeal must be 

Reversed. 


Cited: S. v. Edwards, post, 512; Barnes v. Saleeby, 177 N. C., 259; 
Howard v. Speight, 180 N. C., 654. 


| , (91) 
E. W. SMALLWOOD v. 8. F. TRENWITH. 


Judgment, Vacating—F raud. 


The remedy against a final judgment, on the ground of fraud, is by an inde- 
pendent action, and not by motion in the original cause. 


Morton to set aside a judgment as to the feme defendant, heard at 
Fall Term, 1891, of Craven, before Bryan, J. 

The feme defendant stated in her affidavit, as ground for granting 
the motion, in substance— 

1. That she had no notice of the judgment rendered against her at 
May Term, 1888, till the notice was served on her, 19 June, 1891. 

2. That she was not present at said May term, because of an agree- 
ment between her husband and the plaintiff under which he was to 
have three years longer to settle the mortgage. 

3. That she did not consent to the rendition of the judgment against 
her, and if she was represented by attorney, he acted without authority. 

4. That she had an interest in the land in her own right, separate and 
distinct from that of her husband, and that she did not set it up 
because of the representation of her husband as to the agreement with 
the plaintiff, and that it would be a fraud upon her rights to subject her 
property to pay her husband’s debts. 

5. That she was advised she had a good cause of defense, and ( 92 ) 
that the attorney who assumed to represent her was insolvent, 

‘said attorney being admitted to be insolvent. 

The defendants had set up the alleged agreement for indulgence for 

three years in affidavits filed before the clerk, in answer to plaintiff's 
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affidavit and motion for leave to issue execution. From the clerk’s 
order allowing execution to issue, the defendants appealed. 


W. D. Clark for plaintiff. 
W. D. McIver for defendants. 


Avery, J., after stating the case: The feme defendant seeks to set 
aside the judgment on the ground that she was fraudulently misled by 
her husband. Final judgment had been rendered in May, 1888, and 
that decree could not, at that late day, be attacked for fraud in the 
original, but only by instituting an independent action. Carter v. 
Rountree, 109 N. C., 29; Smith v. Fort, 105 N. C., 446. 

The judge below found the facts material to a determination of her 
appeal from his refusal to set aside the judgment. It appeared from 
his findings that the judgment was final, and it followed as a conclu- 
sion of law that it could not be vacated on motion in the original 
cause. Conceding the truth of all that was alleged in her affidavit, she 
must still seek her remedy, if she has suffered any wrong, in a new. 
action. Hngland v. Garner, 84 N. C., 212; pares 90 N. C., 197. 

Affirmed. 


(93 ) 
H. J. LOVICK v. THE PROVIDENCE LIFE ASSOCIATION. 


~ Contract—Insurance—F orf ecture—Reinstatement-——_Damages. 


~~ 


1. In the absence of specific regulations in respect to the time within which 
an application for reinstatement of a policyholder, whose policy has 
been forfeited for nonpayment of dues, should be made, the policy- 
holder has a reasonable time to do so, but he must be diligent. 


2. There is a difference between a reinstatement and a reinsurance—the first 
being the revival of the original, while the latter is a new contract. 


Although the person upon whose life.the policy issued is at the time of the 
application for reinstatement beyond insurable age, he is, nevertheless, 
entitled to be reinstated upon paying past dues. 

4, In an action for damages for breach of the contract for refusing to rein- 

state, plaintiff is entitled to recover the amount of the premiums and 
assessments paid by him. 


Sa 


AppraL at February Term, 1891, of Craven, from Connor, J. 

The defendant corporation executed to the plaintiff its policy of 
insurance, whereby it insured the life of the plaintiff’s s father for the 
sum of $1, 000, in consideration of certain premiums specified to be 
paid sottiannaally by the plaintiff, and also certain assessments when 
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made from time to time. This policy contained, among others, these 
provisions: “The contract between the parties hereto is completely set 
forth in this policy, the application therefor, and the by-laws of the 
association, taken together. . . . It is further declared and agreed 
that mm case this obligation of the association under this contract be 
defeated by failure of any of the considerations, or by the violation of 
any of the covenants or considerations, of this contract, all payments 
which shall have been made to the association on account of this con- 
tract shall be deemed forfeited to the association.” 

-. In the by-laws of the defendant it is provided, among other ( 94 ) 
things, as follows: “Only as many members as shall pay their 
mortality assessments within thirty days after date of notice shall 
be counted in determining the assessment basis of a death claim. 
Others shall be deemed forfeited in like manner as those who fail to 
pay annual dues, with opportunity for reinstatement on similar condi- 
tions.” It is further provided that “any member failing to pay his . 
‘semiannual premium and pro rata assessment at the death of a member 
or members, within thirty days after date of notice or according to the 
terms stated in the notice, shall forfeit his or her membership and all 
moneys previously paid into the treasury of the association.” 

The plaintiff failed, as the court below held, to pay the premium due 
upon said policy on 15 June, 1889, whereupon the defendant declared 
that the plaintiff, on account of such failure, had forfeited and lost all 
right and claim under the policy, and had likewise forfeited to it all 
the premiums and assessments he had theretofore paid in pursuance of 
the stipulations therein contained. It appeared that the failure to 
pay this premium was occasioned by the inadvertent sending of a 
check to pay the same in a letter addressed to a former agent of the 
defendant. The plaintiff intended to pay it, and sent a check for the 
purpose within time for the defendant to get it, if the letter enclosing 
it had been properly addressed. | 

The plaintiff thereupon, on 8 July, 1889, applied to the defendant for 
“remstatement” of his policy of insurance, the plaintiff having sent 
check on 28 June, 1889, to pay the unpaid premium. The defendant 
returned this check, saying: “I herewith return the check, as it cannot 
be accepted on account of the payment being overdue and the policy 
forfeited.” In his application for “reinstatement” of his policy, the 
plaintiff said to the defendant, “The policy I hold is on. the life 
of my father, and he is in perfect health and will get certificate (95 ) 
from any physician in this city as to my statement. Will also 
refer you to anybody in this place as to my standing. I merely make 
this statement to show you that [ am not a speculator in the insurance 
business. Please try to get me right this time, and I will try to keep 
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right in the future.” The defendant refused to grant this application, 
saying: “You were fully aware that Mr. Nicholson (to whom the letter 
was inadvertently addressed) was not collecting for the association and 
had no connection with it, and that you had for years past been paying 
direct to the office at Baltimore, under specific directions to do so. 
The fault is, therefore, clearly your own. I regret to say that it will 
be impossible for you to insure your father in the Provident (the 
defendant), on account of the fact that he is beyond the age at which 
we write insurance. Enclosed please find your checks.” Neverthe- 
less, the plaintiff received notice on 18 June, 1891, of quarterly dues 
of $1, and continued to receive notice of assessments for the months of 
July, September, and October of 1889, and sent checks for amounts. 
These checks, however, were all returned, the defendant saying in its 
letter of 17 July, 1889, “The policy has been forfeited and cannot be 
reinstated.” The defendant said in its mortuary notices to plaintiff: 
“No payment will be received, reinstatement made after the last day 
of payment except upon the condition that the insured is alive and im 
good health.” 

Upon the foregoing material facts the court below held “that the 
plaintiff applied within a reasonable time, to wit, 8 July, 1889, to have 
his policy reinstated in defendant association, and offered to show that 
his father, Henry J. Lovick, the person upon whose hfe the policy was 
written, was alive and in good health; that said application was 
refused; that said refusal was wrongful, and that by reason thereof a 
cause of action accrued to the plaintiff, and that said policy has no 

surrender or other equitable value, nor does it contain any terms 
(96) by means whereof its present value may be ascertained. The 

defendant having violated the terms of its contract by wrong- 
fully refusing to reinstate the plaintiff, put an end thereto, and that 
plaintiff is entitled to recover the amount paid thereon, it not appear- 
ing what, if any, benefit the plaintiff enjoyed during the continuance of 
said policy.” The court gave judgment in favor of the plaintiff for 
the aggregate of the premiums paid, with interest after 18 July, 1889, 
and for costs. The defendant excepted and appealed. 


O. H. Guon for plaanteff. 
G. H. Snow for defendant. 


Merrimon, C. J., after stating the case: When on the trial the 
plaintiff closed his introduction of evidence, the defendant demurred 
ore tenus thereto, and insisted that accepting and treating it as a true 
embodiment of the material facts of the ease, the plaintiff could not 
recover, because he failed to pay a premium as required by the terms 
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of the policy of insurance in question, and by such failure this policy 
became absolutely forfeited and inoperative; and likewise all pre- 
miums and assessments paid by the plaintiff on account of the policy 
were forfeited to the defendant, and the latter was not bound to rein- 
state the plaintiff, or the policy, or continue it in force for any purpose. 
In our judgment, this contention is not well founded. | 
The court below decided that the policy was forfeited by the failure 
of the plaintiff to pay the premium, therein required to be paid, at the 
time it came due. No question in that respect arises here, as the plain- 
tiff failed to prosecute his appeal taken. Then, was the plaintiff 
entitled under the contract of insurance to be reinstated as a policy- 
holder and have his policy continued in force upon the payment of 
the premium due and unpaid? We concur with the court below 
in holding that he was. The contract of insurance was not (97). 
wholly embraced by the policy. The latter expressly declares 
and provides that “The contract between the parties hereto is com- 
pletely set forth in this policy, the application therefor, and the by- 
laws of the associadion, taken together.” So that the by-laws of the 
defendant, in so far as they are pertinent, constitute part of the con- 
tract as much as if the same were set forth in the policy as part of it. 
The by-laws (Art. 11, sec. 2) provides that “others shall be declared 
forfeited in like manner as those who fail to pay annual dues, with 
opportunity for reinstatement .on similar conditions.” This provi- 
sion is not very clear in its terms. It seems to be awkwardly and not 
of itself fully expressed. But taking it in connection with the imme- 
diately preceding clause, the policy and other provisions in respect to 
forfertures provided, it must mean that in case of forfeiture of the 
policy the insured shall have “opportunity” to be reinstated as one of 
the insured and a member of the company, and have his policy con- 
tinued*in force upon the payment of all premiums, assessments, and 
any other dues unpaid. We cannot see any other intelligible meaning 
that may be attributed to it. The defendant’s officers seem to give it 
this interpretation, except that they insist that it has the right to 
determine when the insured may have the benefit of “reinstatement” 
and when he shall not. | 
“Reinstatement” does not imply reinsurance, the granting or making 
of a new policy, a new contract of insurance; it fairly implies placing 
the insured, in respect and relation to the company, the policy, the 
whole contract of insurance, in the same condition that he occupied 
and sustained towards them next before the forfeiture was incurred. 
The provision is not that the insured may reinsure; he might do this 
without such provision. The purpose was to give him a valuable 
benefit, the benefit of such reinstatement, and secure it to him and as 
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part of the contract of insurance. The purpose was to save him from 

loss as to premiums and assessments paid, and from any dis- 
(98) advantages he might be at in seeking reimsurance or other 

insurance in some other company. Otherwise, why so provide 
for such reinstatement? What advantage could arise from it? And — 
why put such a provision in the contract if the defendant might, at its 
will and pleasure, refuse to allow such reinstatement? This provision 
is a substantial, a valuable part of the contract, that the imsured has 
the right to avail himself of, and the defendant has no right to deprive 
him of it, any more than to deprive him of the insurance if no for- 
feiture had been incurred. 

The terms and conditions of such reinstatement are not expressly 
specified, but the reasonable and just implication is, in the absence of 
expressed stipulations, that the insured shall be entitled to have the 
benefit of it upon the payment of all premiums, assessments, and other 
dues and costs made or tendered within a reasonable time next after 
the forfeiture. He must, however, be diligent, active, and vigilant 
under the circumstances in availing himself of it. Otherwise, he will 
be deemed to have been negligent and to have abandoned his right. 
Such provision does not imply that he may delay and insist upon 
such right at his convenience, will, and pleasure. 

It was insisted on the argument for the defendant that the person 
whose life was insured by the policy was at the time of the forfeiture 
not within, but above, the insurable age, and therefore the plaintiff 
was not entitled to have such reinstatement. This contention grows 
out of the misapprehension of the nature and purpose of such rein- 
statement. As we have already said, it does not imply reinsurance or 
new insurance; it implies a revival and continuance of the contract of 
insurance forfeited, just as if there had been no such forfeiture. This 
is the very purpose contemplated and intended by the contract; other- 

wise it means, and is worth, nothing practically. It is said in 
(99) argument, Why would the defendant make such contract, and 

what is the contract as to the forfeitures worth to it? The 
answer is obvious: it encourages persons to take insurance in the defend- 
ant company, while it loses nothing, and only continues to insure the 
life it contracted and intended to insure. The forfeiture is important 
as a spur to the insured to be vigilant and prompt, and valuable to the 
company when the insured cannot or will not avail himself of the 
advantage of such reinstatement. | 

The plaintiff applied promptly for reinstatement, and the defendant 
wrongfully refused to reinstate him, and is chargeable with a breach 
of its contract with him. By such breach he is endamaged, at least, 
to the extent of the premiums and assessments he paid the defendant, 
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and which it seeks to deprive him of by putting an end to the contract. 
It cannot complain at the measure of damage allowed, and the plaintiff 
does not. Braswell v. Ins. Co., 75 N. C.; 8; McCall v. Ins. Co., 27 Am. 
Rep., 558. | 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Burrus v. Ins. Co., 124 N. C., 18; Hollowell v. Ins. Co., 126 
N. C., 404; Strauss v. Life Assn., 1b., 976; Gwaltney v. Assurance Soc., 
132 N. C., 980; Scott v. Life Assn., 187 N. C., 521, 527; Green v. Ins. 
Co., 189 N. C., 3138; Caldwell v. Ins. Co., 140 N. ©., 105; Lane v. Ins. 
Co., 142 N. C., 60; Hay v. Association, 143 N. C., 258; Brockenbrough 
v. Ins. Co., 145 N. C., 355; Garland v. Ins. Co., 179 N. C., 72. 


R. A. BLALOCK v. KERNERSVILLE MANUFACTURING CO. 


Corporations-——Stockholders-—A ssignment—F raud—Evidence-— 
Preference—Creditors-—Reference. 


1. A deed by a corporation formed under the general corporation laws of this 
State, conveying its property to a trustee for the benefit of its creditors, 
is not fraudulent per se because it contains a provision that the trustee 
may sell at private sale any of the property conveyed, at such prices as . 
may be approved by the president and a majority of the board of direc- 
tors, or because the president of the company is a preferred creditor; and 
while these facts are calculated to arouse suspicion and are evidence of 
fraudulent intent, they do not raise such a presumption of fraud as will 
impose upon the maker of those claiming under the deed the burden of 
rebuttal. 


2, A corporation, unless restrained by some provision of its organic law, 
may purchase its own stock from holders thereof, and the latter are 
entitled to all the rights of other creditors of the corporation for the 
protection and enforcement of their demand for payment. 


3. A conveyance by a corporation of its property in trust for creditors is not 
now void as to preexisting creditors, unless the latter shall bring suit to 
enforce their claims within sixty days after the registration of such 
conveyance, Bat. Rev., ch. 26, sec. 48, having been repealed by section 
685 of The Code. 


4. A corporation has the right to preter a just dent due to one of its officers to 
those of other creditors. 


5. In a reference involving the validity of a deed, the referee should find 
the facts one way or the other in respect to the bona fides of the con- 
veyance, and that finding should either be reviewed by the trial court 
or submitted to a jury under a proper issue; and where the referee has 
failed to pass on this question, the proper practice is to move to recom- 
mit, with instructions to find the fact. 
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Exceptions to referee’s report, heard at February Term, 1891, of 
Forsytru, by Bynum, J. 

This is a creditor’s action brought against the defendant corporation, 
which was organized under and in pursuance of the statute (The Code, 
sec. 677). This corporation is indebted to divers creditors for consid- 
erable sums of money, and is insolvent. While it was so indebted, on 
11 June, 1886, it executed a deed of trust to C. W. Hunt, which was 
duly registered, whereby it conveyed to him all its property of every 
kind whatsoever to secure a debt due to the Wachovia National Bank 
of Winston, and also a debt due to its president, T. C. Starbuck. 
This deed contains the following provision, declaring its purpose: 
“To have and to hold unto him, the said C. W. Hunt, as trustee afore- 
said, in trust, nevertheless, that he shall use all due diligence in col- - 
lecting all the aforesaid debts due the aforesaid company, and with full 
authority vested in him to sell any and all of said property of the 
Kernersville Tobacco Manufacturing Company at such prices at private 

sale as may be approved of by the president of said company 
(101) and a majority of the directors; and the money arising from 

such sales and collections aforesaid the said trustees shall apply, 
first, to the payment of a debt due to the Wachovia National Bank of 
Winston, and after that is satisfied, then to the payment of said T. C. 
Starbuck for the amount of money paid by him as endorser aforesaid 
- to said bank, with all the interest due him thereon, and to said Starbuck 
such money as he may pay to relieve the property from any prior legal 
lien; and any balance of money remaining in his hands, after making 
said payments, the said trustee shall apply in the payment of other 
debts of said company under the direction of the president and a ma- 
jority of the directors, and such compensation to himself for his 
services as may be agreed on with said president and directors.” 

It is alleged and insisted that this deed of trust is void “as to the 
creditors of said corporation existing prior to or at the time of the 
execution of said deed.” It 1s also alleged that it is upon its face 
fraudulent and void, because “it in reality confers upon the directors 
of the company the right to force a compromise or to withhold a settle- 
ment.” All the debts embraced by the action existed prior to the 
execution of this deed. It is also alleged that it was executed with 
intent to defraud the plaintiff, ete. 

In the course of the action, it appearing “that the controver sy in- 
volved the examination of complicated accounts, 1t was ordered, without 
objection, that a referee hear evidence and to report his findings upon 
both law and fact.” The referee took evidence, found the facts and 
the law, took and stated an account, and made report thereof. The 
appellant filed exceptions upon the ground that the referee failed to 
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find certain facts specified therein. He further filed the following 
exceptions: 

“1. The defendants except to the conclusions of law of the referee, 
that the deed in trust executed by the company to C. W. Hunt, trustee, 
is void and inoperative. 

“2. That the Kernersville Manufacturing Company and its 
stockholders are bound by the contract to purchase stock from (102) 
shareholders. 

“3. That after payment of debts, the said stockholders who sold their 
stock are to be paid the purchase price thereof out of the assets of 
the company. 

“4. That the referee held that the payment of the debt paid for the 
company by T. C. Starbuck as surety, as evidenced by the company’s 
note and explained in the testimony, is postponed until all the stock- 
holders who attempted to sell their stock and those who withdrew their 
money are paid in full, when he should have found that upon the pay- 
ment by Starbuck of the bank debt he was subrogated to the rights 
of the bank, and should be paid in the same class with H. L. Shields 
and D. W. Harmon. 

“5. That the referee did not find as a conclusion of law that the 
mortgage or deed in trust executed by the company is a valid and sub- 
sisting lien upon the property and effects of the company for the pay- 
‘ment of the T. C. Starbuck debt.” 

The court overruled all the exceptions, confirmed the report, and 
gave judgment thereon, and T. C. Starbuck appealed to this Court, 
assigning as error that the court refused to sustain his exceptions. 


C. Manly and BR. B. Kerner for plavnteff. 
OC. B. Watson for defendant. 


Merrimon, C. J., after stating the case: The exceptions, based upon 
the ground that the referee failed to find certain facts which the 
appellant deemed important, are untenable. The objection, if ‘well 
founded, was ground for a motion to recommit the report, with appro- 
priate instructions to make inquiry and find that the facts did or did 
not exist. Willams v. Whiting, 92 M C., 683; Scroggs v. Stevenson, 
100 N. C., 354. 

The shaces of the capital stock of the defendant corporation (103) | 
were the lawful subjects of purchase and sale, might be bought 
and sold in the market, and in the absence of statutory provision to the 
contrary, it might buy such shares for its own benefit from owners of 
them upon such terms as might be agreed upon, subject to the rights of 
its creditors in proper cases to resort to its capital stock, paid and 
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unpaid, as a trust fund out of which they may be entitled to have their 
debts paid. Tt is bound by its agreements with persons from whom it 
may purchase such shares of stock, and they may enforce the same by 
proper legal remedies, just as they might do in case of like agreements 
in respect to any other species of property. Hence, if it made its 
promissory note to one of its stockholders for the price or any part of it 
that it agreed to pay him for his shares of stock, he would. have his 
remedy, so far as it is concerned, just as any other creditor would— 
certainly subject only to the possible rights of other creditors against 
him as a stockholder in some cases wherein he might be liable. If he 
were not liable to other creditors in some way as a stockholder, he 
would be on the same footing as such creditors. There is no just reason 
why he should not be. The defendant corporation is, therefore, bound 
to pay the stockholders respectively, whose shares of stock it bought, 
the several sums of money it agreed to pay for the same. So that the 
second and third exceptions cannot be sustained. Cook on Stock and 
Stockholders, secs. 311 and 312. 

It appears that the appellant paid the bank mentioned, as surety for 
the defendant corporation, $525, and took the latter’s promissory note 
to himself for that sum. In the judgment appealed from, the payment 
of this sum and interest thereon is postponed until after the payment 
of the sums of money adjudged to be paid to the stockholders who sold 

their shares of stock to the defendant corporation. In this there 
(104) is error. There is no reason, that we can see, why the payment 
of appellant’s judgment should be so postponed. The debt due 
to him was on the same footing, as to the corporation, as were the debts 
due the stockholders who sold their shares of stock to it; the latter had 
no lien upon the corporation’s assets, and we are unable to see that they 
have any peculiar equitable rights that entitle them to precedence in 
payment of the judgment in their favor. The mere fact that the 
appellant was president of the corporation ought not to prejudice him 
in favor of a stockholder whom it owed for his shares of stock. 
We are also of opinion that the court erred in deciding that the deed 
of trust in question was inoperative and void. It seems that the court 
inadvertently founded its decision in part upon the statute (Bat. Rev., 
ch. 26, sec. 48). The report refers to it as the basis of the findings of 
law. That statute had been repealed before the time this deed was 
executed. The subsequent statute (The Code, sec. 685) was then in 
force and pertinent, and is materially different from the former one. 
After providing that a corporation may convey its property, it further 
prescribes: “But any conveyance of its property, whether absolutely or 
upon condition, in trust or by way of mortgage executed by any corpo- 
ration, shall be void and of no effect as to the creditors of said corpo- 
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ration existing prior to or at the time of execution of the said deed, and — 
as to torts committed by such corporation, its agents or employees, prior 
to or at the time of the execution of said deed: provided said creditors 
or persons injured, or their representatives, shall commence proceedings 
or actions to enforce their claims against said corporation within sixty 
days after the registration of said deed as required by law.” It is to 
be observed that such deed is to be void and of no effect only when the 
creditor brings his action to enforce his claim within siaty days next 
after its registration. Otherwise the deed, if not void for other causes, 
remains in force and effect for the proper purpose contemplated by it. 
The intention is to require the creditor to make his objection by 
appropriate legal action promptly, and thus prevent legal com-_(105) 
plication and confusion that might result from much delay. If 
the ereditor’s action shall be brought within apt time, in such case the | 
deed will be void. It appears in this case that the plaintiffs did not 
bring their action within sixty days after the registration of the deed, 
nor until after the lapse of several months thereafter. Nor does it 
appear that any such creditor took any steps to enforce his claim within 
the prescribed time. The plaintiffs allege in their complaint that they 
delayed the bringing of their action because the defendant corporation | 
and its agents assured them that their debts would be paid. But if it 
be granted that such assurance or an express promise on the part of the 
corporation not to insist upon the proviso recited could be effectual for 
any purpose, it does not appear otherwise than by the mere allegation 
of the complaint that any such assurance or promise was given as 
alleged, or at all. The objection to the deed founded upon the statute 
is, therefore, untenable. Duke v. Markham, 105 N. C., 138. 

We think, also, that the deed was not necessarily fraudulent and void 
in law because of matters and things appearing upon its face, and in- 
capable of explanation by evidence dehors the deed. A deed is neces- 
sarily void for fraud appearing upon its face, when the facts constitut- 
ing the fraud so appearing are so manifest and of such vitiating charac- 
ter as that they of themselves imply fraud that admits of no explanation 
or conclusion to the contrary—as then the deed plainly provides for the 
ease, convenience, and advantage of the maker thereof. Booth v. Car- 
starphen, 107 N. C., 395, and the cases there cited; Palmer v. Giles, 58 
N. C., 75. The defendant corporation might honestly prefer one or 
more of its creditors, as it has done, if objections were not made to the 
deed within sixty days next after its registration by creditors | 
existing at or prior to the time of its execution. We have seen (106) 
that such objection was not made. 

The deed provides that the property shall be turned into cash 
with reasonable promptness and applied to the debts expressly men- 
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tioned and provided for therein, and that any surplus shall be applied 
to other debts; nothing is to be reserved or applied for the benefit of the 
defendant corporation. The mere fact that the trustee is to sell the 
property at private sale, with the approval of the president and a ma- 
jority of the directors, and is required to apply any surplus of money 
coming into his hands to other debts of the corporation, not specially 
provided for, “under the direction of the president and a majority of 
the directors,” does not necessarily render the deed void. The fund, 
the whole fund, less reasonable compensation to the trustee, is required 
to be paid to creditors. It may be that the sale was required to be made 
with the approval of the president and directors, as cautionary and with 
a view to the better advantage of the creditors, to prevent a sacrifice of 
the property. And so, as to paying the surplus to creditors, it may be 
that the honest purpose was to pay the same to the creditors supposed to 
have higher claims than others. These unusual provisions give rise to 
suspicion, and are evidence of a fraudulent intent, but they do not 
necessarily imply fraud incapable of explanation; they are not of them- 
selves fraudulent in law.’ Nor do we think they raise a presumption 
of fraud that must render the deed void unless the corporation shall 
_ rebut such presumption. The deed upon its face contemplates that all 
the property embraced by it shall be faithfully devoted to the corpora- 
tion’s creditors. Apparently, the approval of the president and direc- 
tors provided for is not intended to be an arbitrary one, but a reasonable 
one that must be exercised within a reasonable time; and so as to the 
application of the surplus. It may be so construed. The deed may 
have been made with fraudulent intent—it is so alleged in the complaint 

—but that it was or was not is a question that shall ordinarily 
(107) be decided by a jury. On the trial such unusual provisions 

would be evidence of the fraudulent intent, to be weighed by the 
jury. Cannon v. Peebles, 24 N. C., 449; s. c., 26 N. C., 204; Gibson v. 
Walker, 33 N. C., 327; Boothe v. Carstarphen, supra. 

As there was no objection to the order of reference, it was made by 
consent of the parties. Grant v. Hughes, 96 N. C.,177; Smith v. Hicks, 
108 N. C., 248. It directed: the referee to find the facts and the law. 
The order, though not very explicit, is broad and comprehensive, and 
the referee should have found that the deed was made with the fraudu- 
lent intent alleged, and such finding should have been reviewed by the 
court, or the court might, in its discretion, have submitted an appropri- 
ate issue to the jury; probably the latter would have been the safer and 
better course. The court ought not necessarily to have found that the 
deed was valid, as the appellant insists, but the referee should have 
found from the evidence that it was made honestly and in good faith, or 
that 1t was made with the fradulent intent alleged, and therefore void; 
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and the court, upon proper exception, should have reviewed such find- 
ings and given the proper judgment. | 
There is, therefore, error. The judgment must be modified 1n accord- 
ance with this opinion, except as to the deed of trust; as to it, the action 
may be recommitted to the referee with appropriate instructions, or the 
court may submit a proper issue to a jury. 
Error. 


Cited: Tilley v. Bwens, post, 344; Hill v. Lumber Co., 113 N. C., 181; 
Bank v. Cotton Mills, 115 N. ©., 516; Harmon v. Hunt, 116 N. C., 682; 
Howard v. Warehouse Co., 123 N C., 92; ; Baggett v. Wilson, 152 N. Cy 
182. 


(108) 


W. F. GRUBBS et au. v. THE VIRGINIA FIRE AND MARINE INSURANCE 
COMPANY. 


_ Insurance—A gency. 


1. A statement in an application for insurance that a clerk slept in the build- 
ing insured does not constitute a continuing warranty that the assured 
would require the clerk to continue to sleep in the building; and the fact 
that no person was sleeping therein when the fire occurred did not avoid 
the policy, especially in the absence of evidence that the risk was preju- 
diced thereby. 


2. A policy of insurance contained a stipulation that any additional insur- 
ance should be made known to the insurer and its consent endorsed 
thereon; otherwise, the policy should be forfeited. Additional insurance 
was obtained, with the knowledge of the soliciting agent of defendant, 
who had procured the original policy, and who endorsed the consent of 
his principal thereon by pasting the printed form used for such purpose 
by the company and which was printed by it, and the agent testified that 
he understood he had such authority: Held, there was evidence suffi- © 
cient to go to the jury on the issue as to the consent of the company to 
such additional insurance. 


Appxat at Fall Term, 1890, of Nortnamrron, from Whitaker, J. 

The plaintiff sued to recover the amount alleged to be due upon a 
policy of insurance issued to him by defendant, covering a house and a 
stock of merchandise therein at Seaboard, N. O. 

Among other defenses, the defendant set up that the policy had been 
forfeited by the plaintiff: (1) because he had procured additional in- 
surance with other companies on the same property without giving 
notice to defendant and having its consent endorsed ‘on the policy, as 
was stipulated therein should be done; and (2) that the plaintiff had 
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contracted, at the time the policy was issued, that a clerk should sleep 
in the hous: which it was insisted was a material fact, in that it made 
the risk less hazardous. 
| It was in evidence that Mr. Hay, of Raleigh, was the general 
(109) agent of the defendant, with authority to appoint subagents, 
write and issue policies, and collect premiums; that he had ap- 
pointed one Joyner as agent-—‘“a soliciting agent”——at Seaboard, with 
power and instructions to fill up applications and forward them to the 
general agent, who, 1f approved, would issue policies and send them to 
the assured through the sub or soliciting agent. Joyner procured the 
insurance for the plaintiiis, forwarded their appheation, and, upon 
receipt of the policy, delivered it to plaintifis, and subsequently gave 
permission to the plaintifis to take out additional insurance in other 
companies, and endorsed the consent of the defendant on the policy by 
pasting thereon the printed form for that purpose which had been fur- 
nished him by the company. Joyner also testified that he understood 
he had the authority to endorse the consent. 
There was a statement in tlie application that a clerk then slept in the 
house, but there was no agreement or warranty on the part of the plain- 
_ tiffs that he should continue to sleep therein during the continuance of 


the policy. 
There was judgment for plaintiffs, fren which defendant appealed, 


W. 0. Bowen (by brief) and BR. O. Burton for plaintiffs. 
J. W. Hinsdale and W. H. Day for defendant. 


Crarx, J. The learned counsel for the defendant properly and 
frankly concede that the principal defenses are, (1) other imsurance 
taken out by plaintiffs without notice and without defendant’s consent 
thereto endorsed on the policy; (2) breach of warranty that a clerk 
should sleep in the store. . 

As to the first defense, consent to the additional insurance was en- 
dorsed on the policy by the attachment of the usual printed form used by 

the company for that purpose and signed by its agent, who had__- 

(110) procured this insurance. The jury found, in response to the 
issue submitted to them, that such additional insurance was made 
known to the defendant, and that the endorsement of its consent was 
authorized. It is sufficient for us to say that there was evidence sufh- 
cient to go to the jury tending to prove such finding. Though it was 
agreed that additional insurance should be made known to the company, 
and its consent thereto endorsed on the policy, it is not stated in the pol- 
icy who, or that any particular officer or agent, should be authorized to 
accept notice of additional insurance and endorse defendant’s consent 
78 
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thereto upon the policy, or that such consent should be endorsed at the 
home office or other particular place. 

As to the second ground of defense, there was a statement in the appli- 
cation that a clerk then slept in the store, but there was no agreement 
or warranty that a clerk should continue to sleep in the store during the 
continuance of the policy. There is evidence from defendant that | 
_ whether the clerk slept in the store or not, it would not have affected 
the rate paid, and there is no evidence tending to show that the defend- 
ant was prejudiced by the failure of the clerk to sleep there. This was 
not a continuing warranty. Aurora Ins. Co. v. Eddy, 50 Ill, 106; 
Schmidt v. Ins. Co., 41 Il., 295; Wood on Ins., secs. 167, 168, 171, 176, 
and cases there cited. A case exactly “on all fours” is Frosbre v. Ins. 
Oo., 27 Pa. St., 325, in which these same words in the application, 
“clerk sleeps in store,’ were held to be merely a warranty on presentz, 
and not that a clerk should continue to sleep there. 

These are the principal contentions. There were other exceptions 
sufficiently numerous and ingenious, but we fail to see, upon considering 
them, that the defendant has been deprived of any substantial right or 
benefit which he was entitled to upon the trial. 

No error. 


Cited: Wood v. R. R., 118 N. C., 1065. 


(111) 


C. C. CLARK, Jz. v. THE DELOATCH MILLS MANUFACTURING 
| COMPANY. 


Appeal—N otice—Process, Service of—Judgment, Vacating. 


1. The notice of appeal from a justice of the peace, when the notice is not 
given on the trial, must be served by an officer. 


2. The remedy against a judgment by default because of insufficient service of 
process is either by a special appearance and motion to vacate, or, in some 
cases, by recordari. The party seeking the relief cannot enter a special 
appearance for the purpose only of taking an appeal, nue thereupon have 
the regularity of the service determined. 


ATTACHMENT proceedings, heard (upon appeal from a justice of the 
peace) at Fall Term, 1891, of Cravun, before Bryan, J. 

The plaintifis moved before his Honor to dismiss the appeal. 

The summons was issued in the justice’s court on 7 August, 1891, and, 
at the same time, the affidavit of the plaintiff and warrant of attachment 
were made, and the said affidavit and an order of publication were 
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entered on 8 August. On the return day (7 September) of the notice 
the plaintiff appeared, the defendant not appearing. Judgment was 
rendered for plaintiff 18 September. Notice of appeal was served on - 
the plaintiff and on the justice of the peace. 

The plaintiff moved in the court below to dismiss the appeal for want 
of proper notice of appeal, and his Honor adjudged that the action be 
dismissed and that plaintiff recover his costs, from which defendant 
appealed to Superior Court. 

The notice of appeal is as follows: “Take notice that W. D. McIver, 
attorney of defendant, entering a special appearance for the purpose of 
moving a discharge of the attachment granted, and for a dismissal of 

the action for want of proper service of summons, appeals to the 
(112) Superior Court from the judgment rendered on 7 September, 

1891, in favor of plaintiff for the sum of, etc., $92.13 damages 
and $6.80 costs, and this appeal is founded npn the ground that the 
said Judgment is contrary to law and evidence.” 

The said defendant’s attorney made affidavit that he served this notice 
upon the plaintiff and upon the justice of the peace by delivering a 
copy thereof to each. 


W. W. Clark for plainteff. 
W. D. McIver for defendant. 


Crarx, J. The defendant is a nonresident corporation. It was not 
served with process, and did not appear and answer at the trial before 
the justice. It had the right to appeal after notice of the judgment. — 
The Code, sec. 876. It appears, however, that the defendant attempted 
to appeal, not from the judgment generally, but by a lmited notice of 
appeal in the nature of a special appearance. We know of no author- 
ity or reason for such practice. An appeal must be from the judgment 
rendered. If, after the judgment, the defendant appearing specially 
for the purposes of the motion, had moved to set aside the judgment for | 
defective publication, and the motion had been denied, an appeal would | 
have carried up only that ruling (Finlayson v. American Accrdent 
Assn., 109 N. C., 196); or the defendant might have applied for a 
recordart (McKee v. Angel, 90 N. C., 60; Caldwell v. Beatty, 69 N. C., 
365); or if, appearing specially at the trial, the defendant had moved 
to dismiss, and on refusal of such motion had caused its exception to be 
noted, and had then proceeded to defend on the merits, it would not on 
an appeal have lost its right to insist on its special appearance. Guil- 

ford v. Georgia, 109 N. C., 8310; Plemmons v. Improvement Co., 108 

N. C., 614. But here the defendant neither appeared specially 
(113) at the trial and moved to dismiss nor made any motion after- 
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wards, but attempted to appeal specially, and to have the court 
pass upon a ruling as to the regularity of the publication, which the 
magistrate did not make nor was given by the defendant any opportun- 
ity to make. If the appeal had any effect at all, 1t was a general ap- 
pearance by the defendant, and placed it regularly in court if not 
already there. It may be that the judge should have so held. But the 
plaintiff is not appealing from his failure to do so, and it 1s only open 
to us to say that the defendant cannot assign as error that the court held 
that an attempted appeal by counsel “appearing specially” for such pur- 
pose only was no appeal. If error, it is beneficial to the defendaut, since 
it 18 now open to him to make a motion to set aside the judgment, if so 
advised, under The Code, sec. 220, or possibly for a recordars in the 
nature of a writ of false judgment. Caldwell v. Beatty, supra. 

Besides this, the notice of appeal was not served at all—the appeal not 
having been taken in open court (The Code, sec. 877), and the notice 
not having been served by an officer. The Code, see. 597; 8S. v. John- 
son, 109 N. C., 852. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: King v. R. R., 112 N. C., 322; Forte v. Boone, 114 N. C., 177; 
Smith v. Smeth, 119 N. C., 317; Merrell v. McHone, 126 N. C., 530; 
Loven v. Parson, 127 N. C., 302; Johnson v. Reformers, 185 N. C., 387; 
Houston v. Lumber Co., 1386 N. C., 829; Scott v. Infe Assn., 187 N. C., 
517; Allen v. R. R., 145 N. C., 41; Warlick v. Reynolds, 151 N. C., 612; 
Thompson v. Notion Co., 160 N. C., 523; Tedder v. Deaton, 167 N. C., 
480; Lowman v. Ballard, 168 N. C., 18. 


(114) 


SAMUEL BACON er an. y. GREENLEAF JOHNSON er at. 


Process—Service by Publication-—A fidavit—When Judge Should Find 
Pacts. 


1. It is essential to the validity of summons by publication, that the 
affidavit upon which the order is to be based should set forth the facts 
upon which the alleged cause of action is founded, as well as those which 
disclose the necessity that the nonresident defendant should be made a 
party, with sufficient particularity to enable the court to see and deter- 
mine that there is a sufficient cause of action and defendant is a neces- 
sary party thereto. 


2. When the purpose is to allege a cause of action against a nonresident, it is 
necessary to set forth in the affidavit that he has property in the State. 
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3. Where the court, in refusing to set aside a judgment by default rendered 
upon service by publication, stated in its ruling that “no just or reason- 
able cause has been shown why said judgment should be set aside,” it 
should have found the facts, in order that the correctness of this conclu- 
sion might be reviewed upon appeal. 


Morton to set aside judgment, heard at Fall Term, 1891, of Craven, 
before Bryan, J. 

It appears that the defendants were nonresidents of this State when, 
next before, and next after this action began, on 18. February, 1891. The 
summons was issued against them, and the sheriff returned the same 
endorsed, “Not to be found in my county.” 

Thereupon the attorney of the plaintiffs made his affidavit, the ma- 
terial part of which is as follows: 

“That defendants, upon whom service of summons is to be made, can- 
not, after due diligence, be found within the State of North Carolina, 
and he is informed and believes they are residents of the State of Mary- 
land; that a cause of action exists against them in favor of plaintiffs, © 
and that they are proper parties to the same, which said action relates 
to real property in this State, to wit, specific performance of a contract. 

to convey a tract of land lying in Craven County. Therefore, 
(115) affiant prays that scrvice of summons upon defendants be or- 
dered by publication, as required by law in such cases.’ 

Upon motion of plaintiffs, founded upon this affidavit, the court 
made its order directing that publication be made of the summons and 
notice to defendants in the New Bern Journal, a newspaper, for six 
weeks, requiring them to appear. Such publication was made, and, at 
Spring Term, 1891, of the Superior Court, the plaintiffs filed their com- 
plaint, and, the defendants failing to appear, they obtained judgment by 
default final for want of answer. At Fall Term, 1891, the defendants’ 
counsel, appearing for the purpose of the motion, moved “to set aside 
and declare void and irregular” the said judgment, basing his motion 
upon these grounds: 

1. That no service of summons or notice, according to the laws of 
North Carolina, was made upon the defendants, or any of them. | 

2. That the pretended service by nabhcation is irregular and fatally 
defective. 

3. That the judgment is inconsistent with the allegations of the com- 
plaint and not warranted by the same. 

4, That defendants are nonresidents of the State of North Carolina, 
and desire to be allowed to defend the action as is provided in section ~ 
220 of The Code. 

5. That defendants have a good and meritorious defense, both in law 
and in fact, to said action. 
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6. That said court is without jurisdiction to render said judgment on 
any constructive service of notice. | 

7. Any and all other defects or irregularities appearing in the record, 
which may properly be made to appear to the court. 

The court denied the motion, and gave the following judgment: 

“This cause, coming on to be heard at Fall Term, 1891, on motion 
of defendants to set aside the judgment heretofore rendered, 
under special appearance of counsel for the defendants for that (116) 
purpose, upon the ground that the Judgment is void and irregu- 
lar, and that they be allowed to come in and defend the action; and it | 
being found as a fact by the court that on February, 1891, the plaintiffs 
were aware of the residence of defendants; and the court further finding 
as a fact that there was but one affidavit before it (the affidavit of How- 
ard N. Johnson), and no oral testimony being heard; and the court fur- 
ther finding from said evidence, to wit, the record and the said affidavit, 
that no just or reasonable cause has been shown why the said judgment 
should be set aside as irregular and void, or that the defendants be 
allowed to come in and defend said action; and the court further finding 
as a fact that the defendants are nonresidents of this State: 

“Now, on motion of O. H. Guien, the attorney of record for plaintiffs 
in this action, the motion of defendants to set aside the judgment, and 
to be allowed to come in and defend the action under section 220 of The 
Code, are both denied, and the defendants will pay the costs,” ete. 

From which judgment the defendants appealed. 


O. H. Gurion for plaintiffs. 
W.L. Williams (by brief) for defendants. 


-Merrimon, C. J., after stating the case: The service of the summons 
or notice as original process in the action by publication must be made 
strictly in accordance with the requirements of the statute (The Code, 
secs. 218, 219). This method of service of process and giving the court 
arisdiction is peculiar, and out of the usual course of procedure. The 
statute prescribes, with particularity and caution, the cases and causes 
that must exist and appear by affidavit to the court 1m order that 
it may be allowed. The court must see that every prerequisite (117) 
prescribed exists in any particular case before it grants the order 
of publication. Otherwise the publication will be unauthorized, irregu- | 
lar, and fatally defective, unless in some way such irregularity ‘shall be 
waived or cured. Spiers v. Halstead, 71 N. C., 209; Windley v. Brad- 
way, 17 N. C., 388; Wheeler v. Cobb, 75 N. C., “Ot: Faulk v. Smath, 84 
N. C., 501. 
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The statute cited above, among other things pertinent here, prescribes 
and requires that in order to obtain an order that service of notice of the 
action be made by publication, it must appear by affidavit “that a cause 
of action (exists) against the deferidant in respect to whom service is to 
be made, or that he is a necessary party to an action relating to real 
property in this State” in a case wherein that party “is a nonresident 
of this State but has property therein, and the court has jurisdiction of 
the subject of the action,” or that “the subject of the action is real or 
personal property in this State, and the defendant has or claims ‘a hen 
or interest, actual or contingent, therein, or the relief demanded consists 
wholly or partly in excluding the defendant from any lien or interest 
therein.” Such prerequisites must appear, in their substance, at least. 
It is not sufficient to state generally that a cause of action exists against 
the defendants, or that they are necessary parties to the action. <A brief 
summary of the facts constituting the cause of action, or of the facts 
showing that the parties are necessary parties to the action, should be 
stated, so that the court can see and determine that there exists a cause 
of action, or that the parties are necessary for some appropriate purpose. 
The party demanding the order shall not be the judge to determine that 
a cause of action exists, or that the parties sought to be made parties 
are necessary parties. It is the province and duty of the court to see 
the facts and determine the legal question as to whether there is a cause 
of action or not. Nor is it sufficient to state that the party is a neces- 
| sary party to an action to compel specific performance of a con- 
(118) tract to convey land in a particular locality.. The facts must be 

stated with sufficient fullness to develop the contract and the rela- 
tion of the parties to it. Otherwise the party demanding the order will 
determine that he has a cause of action, while the statute requires the 
court to do so upon facts appearing by affidavit. Claflan v. Harrison, 
108 N. C., 157, and the cases cited supra. 

The affidavit upon which the order of publication was made in this 
case failed to state the facts on which the plaintiff relied to constitute 
his cause of action, and other facts to show that the appellants were 
necessary parties. The court failed to see and determine upon evidence 
appearing, as required, that there was a cause of action, and that the 
defendants were necessary parties to the action for some proper purpose. 
Nor did it appear that the defendants had property in this State. This 
is material when the purpose is to allege a cause of action against the 
defendant. The order of publication was, therefore, improvidently 
granted. Publication was not made according to law, and the court 
should have set the judgment complained of aside. It does not appear 
that the irregularity was cured or waived in any way. 
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We may add, also, that the court should have found the facts upon 
which it founded its conclusion “that no just or reasonable cause has 
been shown why the said judgment should be set aside as irregular 
and void, or that the defendants be allowed to come in and defend said 
action,” etc. It may be that the court erroneously decided that there 
was no legal cause, and exercised its discretion upon that ground in 
refusing to allow the appellants to make defense. Whether there was 
such cause or not is a question of law, and the decision of the court in 
that respect is reviewable in this Court. The court recites in its Judg- 
ment that it finds from “the record and the said affidavit that no just or 
reasonable cause has been shown,” etc. It should have found the facts 
and set them forth in the record, so that its decision of the ques- 
tion of law arising upon the facts might be reviewed. In the (119) 
absence of demand that the facts be found, it might not be error 
to fail to set the findings of fact forth in the record. But the conten- 
tions of the defendants in this case imply a demand that the facts be 
found. The court drew its conclusions from facts not set forth. Utley 
v. Peters, 72 N. C., 525. 

The judgment must be reversed and further proceedings had in the 
action according to law. 

Reversed. 


Cited: Mullen v. Canal Co., 114 N. C., 10; Balk v. Harris, 122 N.C., 
66; Rhodes v. Rhodes, 125 N. C., 192; Lemly v. Ellis, 148 N. C., 208; 
Page v. McDonald, 159 N. C., 43; White v. White, 179 N. C., 602. 


W.O0O. WINSLOW v. S. Q@. COLLINS et At. 


Jurisdiction—Removal of Causes to Federal Courts. 


When the petition and bond required by the act of Congress regulating the 
removal of causes from State to Federal courts have been duly filed, the 
jurisdiction of State courts ceases at once; and hence, where such peti- 
tion and bond were offered, but before any order was made thereon, the 
plaintiff was permitted to amend his complaint in such way as would 
deprive the Federal court of jurisdiction, there was error. 


Morton to remove cause to Federal court, heard before Brown, J., at 
Fall Term, 1891, of Perquimans. 

At the appearance term, the plaintiff having filed his complaint alleg- 
ing two distinct causes of action, one for $2,000 and the other for $600, 
the defendants i in apt time pr resented their petition and an appropriate 
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bond in that connection, praying that the action be removed to the 
Cireuit Court of the United States in and for the Eastern District of 
North Carolina, upon the ground that the plaintiff 1s and was at the 
: time of bringing this action a citizen and resident of that State, 
(120) and the defendants were ever at such times citizens and residents 
of the State of Virginia. At once, and before the court had 
made any order, the plaintiff moved that he be allowed to enter a nolle 
prosequt as to his second cause of action, and to reduce his first cause of - 
action to a sum less than $2,000. The court allowed the first part of 
the motion and denied the second, and gave judgment denying defend- 
ant’s application to so remove the action; and they, having excepted, 

appealed to this Court. 


T. G. Skinner and J. H. Blount (by brief) for plaintiff. 
No counsel contra. 


Mrrrimon, C. J. Plainly, if the court had not allowed the amend- 
ment of the complaint as to the second cause of action alleged, the Cir- 
cuit Court of the United States might have taken jurisdiction of the. 
action upon the ground of the diverse citizenship of the parties, and that 
the matter in dispute exceeded, exclusive of interest and costs, the sum 
of $2,000. Hence, but for that amendment, the defendants were enti- 
tled to have their application to remove the action allowed. So that the 
question raised by the assignment of error is, Had the court authority 
to entertain and allow the motion of the plaintiff to amend the com- 
 plaint after the application to remove the action was made? We think 
this question must be answered in the negative. 

It appears from the case stated on-appeal that the “defendants when 
the case was called, presented to the court their written petition for its 
removal to the Circuit Court of the United States, and tendered the 
bond required by law in such case, and at the same time filed their bond 
and petition with the clerk.” It must, therefore, be taken that the peti- 
tion and bond were filed in the action as required by law at the time the 

same were brought to the attention of the court. There-was no 
(121) objection to the sufficiency of the petition or the bond. The 

court took notice of the application thus made, and at once “the 
plaintiff’s counsel arose and asked to be heard before any order was 
made” in respect thereto. The statute pertinent (24 U. S. Stat. at 
Large, ch. 373, sec. 1) prescribes that when and as soon as such petition 
and bond are filed in an action, “It shall then be the duty of the State 
court to accept said petition and bond, and proceed no further in such 
suit.” The intention so expressed is that the jurisdiction of the State 
court shall cease at once upon the application sufficiently made for the 
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removal of the action. The latter in its conditions in all respects at 
that time must be removed. It is not intended that the State court 
shall, after that time, have control of the action for the purpose of chang- 
ing its nature or condition, or. the form thereof, or the pleadings therein, 
in any respect whatever. Jt then ceases to have jurisdiction and has no 
authority to make any order, decree, or judgment in the action. This 
is settled by many decisions of the Supreme Court of the United States, 
several of them much like this case. Kanouse v. Martin, 15 How., 198; 
R. R. v. Koontz, 104 U.S., 5; RB. BR. v. Dunn, 122 U.S., 518; Steamship 
Co. v. Tugman, 106 U. S., 118; Kern v. Huidekoper, 198 U. S., 485; 
_ Marshall v. Holmes, 141 U.S., 589. 

In this case 1t appeared from the petition and the record that the 
action might be removed, and there was no objection to-the sufficiency of 
the bond tendered and filed. It must be taken that it was sufficient. 
This being so, the jurisdiction of the court below at once ceased. The 
order of the court was not essential to the removal nor to put an end to 
its jurisdiction. This has been repeatedly decided. Kern v. Hurde- 
koper, supra; Ins. Co. v. Dunn, 19 Wall, 214; Stone v. South Carolina, — 
117 U. S., 430. Hence, also, the order allowing the amendment strik- 
ing out the second cause of action was unauthorized and without 
force. Kanouse v. Martin, supra; Speer Rem. of Causes, sec. (122) 
47; Foster Fed. Pr., 385; Dillon Rem. Causes, pp. 66-68. 

The court pabhe eheretore, to have made an appropriate order di- 
recting the removal of the action into the Cireuit Court of the United 
States. 

The order allowing the amendment of the complaint must be reversed, 
and an order directing the removal of the action entered according to 
law. 

Reversed. 


Cited: Coffin v. Harris, 141 N. C., 709; McCulloch v. Rk. R., 149 N.C., 
311; Corporation Commission v. R. R., 151 N. C., 450; Higson v. Ins. 
Co., 153 N. C., 87; Cox v. R. R., 166 N. C ., 659; Powell v. Watkins, 
172 N. C., 247. 3 


A. C. VANN er At., Executors or JOSEPH NEWSOM, v. JOHN F. NEWSOM. 


Frauds, Statute of—Vendor and Vendee—Judgment- —Betterments— 
Will—Election—Iimitations, Statute of. 


1. The vendor, in a parol contract to convey land, will not be permitted to 
evict a vendee who has entered and made improvements, until the latter 
has been repaid the purchase money and compensated for betterments. 
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2. A devisee is not compelled to make an election until he has had an oppor- 
tunity to determine on which side his interest lies; but there must not be 
such unreasonable delay as to injure rights acquired by others. 


3. Where the devisee of a tract of land charged with the payment of a legacy 
had been in possession, under a verbal promise from the devisor to con- 
vey, for several years before the death of the testator, made no election 
until more than three years, and when he was sued by the executors to 
enforce the charge: Held, that he might then make his election, and was 
not barred by the lapse of time from setting up his claim for betterments. 


4. In such case the decree should direct a sale of the land, and that the pro- 
ceeds should be applied, first, to the satisfaction of the sum ascertained 
to be due the defendant vendee for betterments, and then, if there is a 
surplus, to the payment of the amount charged upon the land by the will. 


(123) Apprnar at Fall Term, 1891, of Herrrorp, from Brown, J. 

The complaint states that the plaintiff’s testator, Joseph Newsom, 
died in 1886, and that by section 4 of his will he devised to the defend- 
ant, John F. Newsom, the tract of land whereon he lived, in Hertford 
County charged with the sum of $400, with interest from 31 May, 1884, 
to be paid in a reasonable time after the death of the testator, and that 
the defendant claims and occupies the same under the will, but has failed 
and refused to pay the said sum charged upon it after demand by plain- 
tiff. Wherefore, plaintiff demands judgment that the land be sold 
under order of court to pay said sum, with interest and costs. 

The defendant, among other things in his answer, alleges that he is 
the only son of the testator, and lived with his father from infancy 
until several years after his majority; that he worked on the farm as a 
common laborer, ete; that his father, being desirous of compensating 
him and of starting him in life, made a verbal gift of the land to the 
defendant and promised to execute to him a sufficient conveyance there- 
for; that defendant desiring to build, and not having a deed for the land, 
purchased an adjoining tract and was about to build on it, when his 
father urged him to build on the Jand he had given him, saying that 
defendant would show a lack of confidence in him not to do so, as he had 
given the land to defendant; that defendant, relying upon said verbal | 
gift, and being influenced by oad statements of his father, entered upon 
the land, erected valuable buildings thereon, etc.; that no conditions 
were aaneeed to the gift, and since 1877 the defendant has been in the 
actual, open, notorious, and adverse possession of the same, claiming it 
as his own, etc.; that the heirs at law of the testator are necessary par- 
ties to the action.. Wherefore, defendant demands judgment that plain- 
tiffs recover nothing, and for judgment penen them for the sum of 
$874.38, with interest, ete. 

In the plaintiffs reply they say, among other things, that the 
(124) indebtedness, if any, as alleged as a counter-claim, became due 
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more than three years before the commencement of the action and 
is therefore barred by the statute. 

The issues submitted, and the responses thereto, were: 

1. Did Joseph Newsom, the testator, charge the land with $400, as 
alleged? Yes. 

2. Did defendant refuse to pay the same upon demand made by 
plaintiff? Yes. 

3. What is the actual value of the rents and profits, exclusive of im- 
provements from the time of the probate of the will up to the trial? $85. 

4. Did testator make a parol gift of the land, some years prior to his 
sas to defendant, as alleged 1 in the answer ? Yes. 

if so, did defendant. in consequence thereof and in the testator’s 
fae place valuable pyincoreied on the land; and if so, what is 
the value of the tmprovements? $3,000. 

6. What was the actual) value of the land at the commencement of this 
suit, exclusive of improvements? $330. 

Thereupon the court adjudged that defendant 1s entitled to a lien on 
the land for $2,915, and that he is entitled to the possession of the land 
until said lien is paid; that plaintiffs are entitled to a second lien 
thereon for $400, with interest, ete. It is further adjudged that the 
land be sold by commissioners, etc., the sale to be reported to the next 
term of court. From which plaintiffs appealed. 

_ The last clause of the will is: “I devise to my son, John F. Newsom, 
the tract of land on which he now resides in fee, subject to this condi- 
tion, that he pay over to my ‘executors, in a reasonable time after my 
death, $400, with interest at 6 per cent from 31 May, 1884, the 

same being an advancement, and shall be a charge on the land (125) 
herein devised.” | 


No counsel for plainteffs. 
B. B. Winborne (by brief) for defendant. 


Avery, J. “Where a plaintiff declares upon a verbal contract void 
under the statute of frauds, and the defendant either denies that he 
made the contract or sets up another and a different agreement, or 
admits the oral agreement and pleads specially the statute, the plaintiff | 
cannot recover.” Browning v. Berry, 107 N. C., 231; Morrison v. 
Baker, 81 N. ©., 76; Young v. Young, ibid., 91; Gulley v. Macy, 84 
N. C., 484; Bonham v. Craig, 80 N. C., 224; Holler v. Richards, 102 
N. C., 545; Cox v. Ward, 107 N. C., 507; Dunn v. Moore, 38 N. C., 
364. When equitable relief could not be granted in what was technic- 
ally known as an action at law, though a vendee, who had taken poses- 
sion of land under a parol contract for the purchase, and had enhanced | 
its value by making permanent improvements, could not enforce the 
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contract in a court of equity, he could, when the vendor brought eject- 
ment to oust him, invoke the aid of a chancellor to restrain further pro- 
ceedings at law until the vendor reimbursed the purchase money paid 
under the verbal agreement, and compensated the occupant holding the 
land under it for the additional value imparted to the property by the 
improvements. Baker v. Carson, 21 N. C., 381; Albea'v. Griffin, 22 - 
N.C., 9. In Baker v. Carson, Chief Justice Ruffin called attention to 
the fact that the court of equity was not asked to enforce the agreement, 
but to prevent fraud by restraining the defendant “from the exercise of 
her legal power to turn him out of house and home unless she will con- 
sent to do what conscience requires: make him an equivalent for the 
worth of his labor, dishonestly taken to herself.” That labor was 
expended in improving a tract of land in which the plaintiff, 
(126) Baker’s wife, was a tenant in common in thé remainder, and 
which he was induced to improve under a promise from the life 
tenant, who was his wife’s mother, that she would convey to him her 
interest. In that case, therefore, a parent, by making a parol gift for 
the purpose of benefiting a child, had, as in our case, induced the 
expenditure of money which enhanced the value of the land donated. 
The same relief was granted and the same ‘principle was recognized 
under The Code practice by allowing an equitable counter-claim for im- 
provements to one holding under a verbal agreement for the purchase of 
land. Daniel v. Crumpler, 75 N. C., 184; Pope v. Whitehead, 68 N. C., 
191; Wetherell v. Gorman, T4 N. C., 608; Pitt v. Moore, 99 N. C., 85; 
Hedgepeth v. Rose, 95 N. C., 44. In Damel v. Crumpler the Court 
said: “It is settled law in this State that although a parol agreement. to 
convey land is void by our statute, yet if the vendee, in reliance on it, 
pays the purchase money and makes improvements, he cannot be evicted 
until the vendor repays the purchase money and makes compensation 
for the value of the improvements.” A similar principle was announced 
by the present Chief Justice in Tucker v. Markland, 101 N. C., 429, 
_ where he said for the Court: “It seems that, having paid the money, 
he took possession of the land in pursuance of his supposed right under 
the voidable contract of purchase, and with the sanction of the vendor. 
It would be inequitable and against conscience to allow the latter to 
turn him out of possession thereof without restoring his outlay in cash, 
and for valuable improvements put on the land while so in possession.” 
That such contracts are only voidable, and may be ratified in writing, 
or repudiated at the option of the vendors, is recognized and established 
by numerous other authorities besides the case of Tucker v. Markland, 
supra. 
The question discussed in McCracken v. McCracken, 88 N. C., 
(127) 283, is not, as was suggested in the brief of counsel, raised in this 
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ease. If the defendant had brought the action to enforce the parol 
contract, the relative position of the parties would have been the 
same as in that case. But the defendant chose to hold the possession of 
the land, upon which he had entered in 1878, under the verbal agree- 
ment of his father to convey, from his father’s death in 1886 till 4 Octo- 
ber, 1889, when this action was brought by the executors of the father’s 
will, who then for the first time acted upon the repudiation of the | 
agreement by the father in the will. The agreement being not void but 
merely voidable, the defendant was guilty of no laches in awaiting the 
- action of the executors or the residuary legatees for three years after the 
father’s will, in which he repudiated the agreement, was proved. The 
defendant was under no legal duty or obligation to become the actor 
and bring suit against the proper parties to have his claim for better- 
ments declared a hen upon the land and enforced as sueh, until the 
legatees or the executors had manifested a purpose to enforce the charge 
upon the land imposed by the will.. He waited but one year beyond the 
limit prescribed by law for the personal representative, in the absence 
of good reason for postponement to settle the estate. 

There is no direct testimony to show that the defendant elected to take 
under the will. He was not compelled to elect until he had opportunity 
to determine on which side his interest would lie. Dunlap v. Ingram, 
57 N. C., 178. In the absence of statutory provision on the subject, 
the time in which-the right of election must be exercised is not limited 
definitely, but there must not be such unreasonable delay as to injure 
rights acquired by others. Tebbetts v. Tibbetts, 19 Bes., 663; Cooper 
v. Cooper, 77 Va., 198; McCracken v. Findley, Steed, 195. 

It does not appear from the statement of the case or the find- (128) — 
ings of the jury when or how he manifested his purpose to claim 
compensation for the permanent improvements made by him. But 
if he deferred to do so till this action was brought, or until the pre- 
liminary demand for the amount of the legacy charged upon the land 
was made, the delay affected no after-acquired right in the land, nor 
did it tend in any way to prevent the executors or legatees from enfore- 
‘ing their rights under:the will. Had he brought his action for better- 
ments, he would have incurred the risk (which the majority of the, 
Court seem to have considered fatal in McCracken v. McCracken, 
supra) of meeting and overcoming the plea of the statute of frauds 
offered by parties who were not under that obligation to do equity which 
is imposed on those who ask it. 3 Pom. Eq. Jur., secs. 1238 to 1243. 
If the action for betterments had been brought and the act of 1819 had 
been specially pleaded in bar of recovery, the question so ably discussed 
in McCracken v. McCracken, supra, would have been again directly 
brought before us for review. Dunn v. Moore, 38 N. C., 364. The 
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jury found that the defendant entered a parol gift and promised to con- 
vey, as in Baker v. Carson, supra, upon a tract of land worth at that 
time $330, and placed upon it improvements valued at $3,000. These 
facts constitute a case differing from Baker v. Carson only in this, that 
in our case the parol gift was from a father to his son of an estate in fee 
simple, while in Baker v. Carson the gift of a life estate in land was 
made by a mother to a daughter’s husband to induce him to settle 
upon it. 

The right of the jetendant rests on a well established principle of 
equity which has been recognized by this Court and affirmed by our 
statute (The Code, sec. 476). Daniel v. Crumpler and Baker v. Car- 
son, supra. It does not appear that the defendant accepted any benefit 
under the will, or that his conduct was inconsistent with a purpose on 

his part to await the action of the executors or the devisees, and, 
(129) when. they should move, to set up his claim for betterments and 

ask to have it declared a lien superior to that of the legacies made 
a charge upon it. The defendant is neither seeking to enforce the parol 
promise nor to recover damages for nonperformance; therefore, in any 
view of the case, he had a right to demand that the executors should not 
be allowed to bestow as a bounty of the testator the price of the land 
until the enhanced value imparted by the improvements which the testa- 
tor induced him to make had been paid for by those claiming under the 
will, or out of the rents of the land upon which it was a first hen. As 
the courts of equity, under our former practice, restrained proceedings 
to acquire possession in such cases, and under the new procedure refused 
their aid to oust a parol vendee or donee until satisfied in some way as 
to the securing of such compensation for the occupant, so, upon the same 
principle, a devisor who, by giving land to his son neondiennily. 
induced the latter to enhance its value by improvements, may repudiate 
the agreement in his will; but if the land is to be converted into money 
under its provisions, the donee must be declared in the decree of sale 
entitled, in any event, to a first lien for the additional value imparted to 
the land by permanent improvements placed upon it during his oceu- 
panecy under the agreement. The Court, it seems, was governed by 
the principle laid down in Hedgepeth v. Rose, supra, in adjuding that 
no rent should be allowed until the permissive occupancy terminated, 
and that the defendant should hold the possession until the sum allowed 
by the jury for betterments, after deducting the value of rents found 
in the same way, should be satisfied. But in adjusting the equities 
upon that plan, there was no provision for ascertaining the value of 
accruing rents, in case the defendant should remain in ‘possession, and 


92 


N.C.] | FEBRUARY TERM, 1892. 
VANN v. NEWSOM. 


for applying it, as it accrued, in discharge of the balance due him upon 
the claim which constituted a lien, and to secure which he was. 

to hold the premises. Our case, however, presents entirely a dif- (130) 
ferent question from those which the learned judge evidently fol- 

lowed in framing the judgment, and is somewhat analogous to that of 
Pitt v. Moore, supra, in the fact that there was another charge upon the 
Jand subjecting it to liability to be sold. 

It seems to us just and equitable that the land should be sold by a 
commissioner under the direction of the court, and upon confirmation 
of the sale and payment of the amount of the bid should pass to the 
purchaser, under the deed of the commissioner, discharged of all liens. 
_ The defendant can bid up to the full amount of the balance of his claim, 
after deducting the sum due for rents. If the land should fail to bring 
more than the amount due him, he will become the owner by virtue of — 
his purchase, if the court confirm his offer, and will oceupy precisely 
the same status as if the testator had ratified his parol agreement by 
executing a conveyance before his death. | 

If the land should sell for a sum more than sufficient to discharge 
the defendant’s len, the excess, after satisfying the costs out of it, 
should be applied to the payment of the legacies made a charge upon 
the land by the terms of the will. The plaintiff cannot be prevented — 
by a void agreement from selling, when the equitable right of the 
defendant can be protected either by allowing him to receive the land 
or retain the money. The defendant having established his disputed 
right to betterments, is entitled to recover costs under the statute (The 
Code, sec. 528). Cook v. Patterson, 103 N. C., 127. The sureties on 
the prosecution bond would be liable for as much of defendant’s costs 
as should not be satisfied out of the excess of the bid over the balance 
due for betterments. 

The judgment below will be modified in accordance with the princi- 
ple stated. The appellant must be charged with the costs of the 
appeal. 

Modified and affirmed. 


Cited: North v. Bunn, 122 N. ©., 769; Vick v. Vick, 196 N. G., 
127; Kelly v. Johnson, 135 N. C., 649. 
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(131) : | - 
J. L. SIKES v. JACOB WEATHERLY ET AL. 


N egligence, Excusable—Judgment, Vacating. 


1. Husband and wife, being sued for the recovery of land, the wife requested 
her husband to employ counsel to defend the action, which he promised 
to do, but being an ignorant man, failed to give the matter attention, 
and judgment by default was rendered: Held, to be excusable neglect 
on the part of the wife, and the judgment against her was properly 
vacated, although she may not have been. a necessary party to the action. 


2. Where: the facts urged in support of a motion to vacate a judgment in 
some aspects shows surprise or excusable neglect, the court below may, 
in its discretion, allow or deny the motion, and the exercise of this 
discretion is not reviewable. 


‘ 


Morton to vacate a judgment, | heard at Spring ‘Term, 1891, of Tyr-— 
RELL, Bryan, J. 

The plaintiff brought this action against the defendants therein, hus- 
band and wife, to Spring Term, 1890, of the Superior Court of the 
county of Tyrrell, and at. Fall term of that court next thereafter 
obtained judgment by default final for want of an answer. At the 
next succeeding term the feme defendant moved to set aside this Judg- 
ment upon the ground of surprise and excusable neglect, as allowed by 
the statute (The Code, sec. 274). The court heard and disposed of 
_ the motion upon affidavits of the parties, finding the facts and giving 
judgment as follows: 

“It appearing to the court: (1) that on the .... day of . 0... «183 23 
the defendant Jacob Weatherly, without the signature or consent of his 
wife, executed a certain mortgage to the above plaintiff upon the tract 
of land mentioned therein, which was worth between $300 and $500, and 
was all the land her husband owned at that time, and he was greatly 
embarrassed with debt at that time; (2) that the land was sold under 
the said mortgage without the age ledee or consent of his wife, 
Alethia Weatherly, for the sum of $50 (the mortgage debt being $49) ; 
was purchased by J. C. Meekins, Sr., who held a second mortgage for 
$25, and who conveyed the same to Jesse L. Sikes, the above plaintiff, 
who paid said Meekins the amount of his debt; (3) that Jesse L. Sikes 
then brought suit to the Spring Term, 1890, against the defendant 
Jacob Weatherly and wife for possession of said land at Fall Term, 
1890, and obtained judgment by default final against defendants for 
said land; that the defendant’s husband is an ignorant man, and after 
the summons were served upon him and his wife in the ayes cause, 
his wife talked with him about the case, and he promised her to eminloy 
counsel, and because of such reliance faok no steps in the matter per- 
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sonally; (5) that her husband, through his ignorance and negligence, 
failed to give the case any attention, or to employ counsel, and judg- | 
ment by default final was taken against the defendants; (6) that the. 
sum of $50 is all that is due upon the mortgage debt aforesaid. It 1s 
considered by the court that the judgment heretofore rendered in this 
case be and the same is set aside and revoked.” __ 

From this judgment the plaintiff appealed, assigning as error that 
the facts do not show surprise or excusable neglect; and that the appel- 
lee wife was not a necessary party to the action ad had no interest in 
the land, the subject of it. 


Grandy & Aydlett (by brief) for plaintiff. 
J. H. Blount (by brief) for defendant. 


Merrimon, C. J., after stating the case: The findings of fact by the 
court are not reviewable here, and these plainly show that the appellee 
was the wife of her codefendant; that she requested the latter to employ 
counsel and make defense for her, and she expected he would do so; that 
he promised that he would; that he was ignorant and negligent and 
failed to employ counsel or give the action any attention. The 
wife might reasonably ask her husband to employ counsel for (133) 
her and rely upon his promise to do so; it was fit and proper 
that he should. That he so failed ieht well surprise her and make 
excusable neglect to give attention to the action on her part. It does 
not appear that she connived at or knew of such neglect. On the con- 
trary, it appears that she intended to make defense, and that she might 
do so successfully. | 

As the facts, in some reasonable aspect of them, constitute surprise 
and excusable neglect, it was in the diseretion of the court below to 
allow or deny the motion, and its exercise of discretion in such respect is_ 
not reviewable here. The case of Nicholson v. Cox, 83 N. C., 48, 18 
nearly directly in point. This case cites Vick v. Pope, 81 N. C., 22, and 
distinguishes the latter from it. The other case of Neville v. Pope, 
95 N. C., 350, cites and approves Nicholson v. Cox, supra, and points 
out the ground upon which it was not applicable in that case. 

That the appellee may not have been a necessary party to the action, 
and may not have had any interest in the land, is no réason why she 
should not have the right to set aside the judgment of which she com- 
plains for the causes stated. The plaintiff saw fit to make her a 

party for some reason, and she had the right to make defense, and 
prevent a judgment against her if she could that might in some way 
prejudice her. It seems that the purpose in making her a party was 
to conelude her as to the land, the subject of the action. The plaintiff 


95 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. 110 


Huse v. BRANTLEY. 


deemed the judgment important, else why not consent to abandon the 
judgment as to her? Why was she made a party? 

It does not appear that the court set aside the judgment as to the 
defendant husband, as suggested by the brief of plaintiff’s counsel. He 
was not a party to ‘the motion and not affected by it, so far as appears. 


Affirmed. 


Cited: Marsh v. Griffin, 123 N. C., 669; Norton v. McLaurin, 125 
N. C., 187; Koch v. Porter, 129 N. C., 186; Osborn v. Leach, 133 N. C., 
428; Bank v. Palmer, 153 N. C., 504; Creed v. Marshall, 160 N. C.,, 

398; Lumber Co. v. Cottingham, 173 N. C., 327. 


(134) | 
i JACOB HULSE v. WILLIAM BRANTLEY et at. 


Burden of Proof—Trespass Quare Clausum—A ppeal. 


. 4 
1. In an action for trespass quare clausum fregit the burden is upon the 
plaintiff to prove title or actual possession of the locus in quo. 


2. The burden is on the appellant to show that he was prejudiced by an 
erroneous instruction to the jury. 


Apprat at February Term, 1891, of Bracrort, from Bryan, J. 

Trespass quare clausum fregit. ‘The plaintiff alleged that he was, on 
1 November, 1888, in the rightful possession of the locus in quo; “that 
on said day, and on various oceasions between that day and the begin- 
ning of this action, and while the plaintiff was in. the lawful adverse 
possession of said land, the said defendants unlawfully and forcibly 
broke and entered upon the plaintiff’s land” and committed the tres- 
‘pass complained of, ete. ‘ 

The defendants broadly denied that they out timber or trespassed 
otherwise on the plaintiff’s land; they admitted that they entered upon 
a part of the land described in the complaint, “but deny that the plain- 
tiff has any right, title or interest in the land whereon they have 
entered”; they allege that they have “been in the actual, exclusive, 
and notorious possession twenty-five years under known and visible 
boundaries as shown by deed,” ete.; that the plaintiff has a 
on their lands, ete. | 

On the al the court submitted this issue to the jury, and it was 
responded to in the negative: 

1. “Was the plaintiff in possession of the land described in the com- 
ee at the time of the alleged trespass?’ 
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The plaintiff put in evidence a deed from Thomas H. Brantley and 
his wife to him, dated 13 January, 1886; and a deed from Bryan Whit- 
ford to said Brantley, dated 26 March, 1861, and both these | 
- deeds embraced the land described in the complaint. He fur- (135) 
ther produced evidence tending to prove that he had possession of 
this land. It did not appear that the title to the land was out of the 
State. — 

The defendants put in evidence several deeds, but these deeds were 
not made to them or any of them. They also introduced evidence tend- 
ing to prove that they were in the actual possession of the locus in quo 
at the time specified in the eee and ever sca = many years 
before that time. 

At the close of the testimony the plaintiff moved for judgment upon 
- the ground that the evidence produced by the defendants was not suffi- 
cient to rebut that of the plaintiff, and if true, they had offered no 
deed to themselves embracing any part of the land claimed by him. 

. The court denied the motion, and the plaintiff excepted. 

The court gave the following among other instructions to the jury: 

1. Actual possession of land consists in exercising that dominion over 
it and making that profit from it of which it is susceptible in its present 
state; but these must be charateristic of ownership, and they will not 
be sufficient if they are done at such long intervals and are consistent 
with the character of a trespasser. 

2. In this case the burden is upon the plaintiff to satisfy you that he 

was in possession of the land: These issues are to be decided accord- 
ing to the weight of the testimony, and not from caprice, whims, or 
upon speculation. 
The plaintiff excepted and moved for a new - trial, upon the ground 
that there was no evidence to go to the jury to prove the actual posses- 
sion of the defendants of the locus in quo. Judgment for defendants. 
Plaintiff appealed. 


No counsel for plainirff. 
WW. OB. Rodman (by breef) for defendants. 


Merrion, CO. J., after stating the case: It did not appear on the trial 
that the title to the land in controversy ever passed from the State by 
grant or otherwise. So that, in any view of the evidence, the 
plaintiff failed to show title himself thereto by proving color (136) 
of title and .actual possession within known and visible bound- 
aries for seven years. He produced evidence tending to show that he 
and the person under whom he claimed exercised control over and did 
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acts of ownership on the land embraced in the locus in quo, by cut- 
ting timber and otherwise at intervals before the time of the alleged 
trespass. It might, however, be well insisted that the evidence, taken 
as true, did not prove that he then or at any time had actual or, indeed, 
any possession. The evidence tending to prove actual possession was 
meager and not satisfactory, and he failed to show any title by convey- 
ance. Ruffin v. Overby, 105 N. C., 78. There was evidence, though not 
very definite and full, tending to prove that.the defendants had actual 
possession of the locus im quo at the time of, long before, and ever since 
the alleged trespass. One witness testified, among other things, that 
“William Brantley and his wife and Lewis, the defendants, are now in 
possession of the land. I don’t know when Mrs. Brantley took pos- 
session. -I think it was during the war, as she and her family have 
been there ever since.” There was other evidence tending more or less 
strongly to prove such possession. 

There was clearly evidence of the defendants to go to the jury to 
prove that the plaintiff did not have the possession of the locus wn quo 
at the time of the alleged trespass or at any time, and that the defend- 
auts then and long before that time had actual possession thereof, and 
it was the province of the jury to determine, its weight. If they had 

such possession, and the plaintiff failed to show title in himself 
(137) or possession, it was not necessary that the defendants should 
show title otherwise, or any deed, as contended. 

The whole charge of the court to the jury is not before us, and we 
cannot see the precise bearing and. applheation of the instructions com- 
plained of by the appellant. The first one is not precise, and perhaps 
not entirely accurate in all respects, but in view of the evidence we 
cannot see that the plaintiff suffered prejudice from it. The burden is 
ou him to show that he did. The second one is not objectionable. The 
plaintiff alleged that he had possession, and this the defendant denied. 
The burden was on the former to prove his material allegation thus 
put in issue. The latter clause of this instruction was cautionary, and 
not misleading or confusing to the jury. It does not so appear. 

No error. 


Cited: Fisher v. Owens, 132 N. C., 689; Alexander v. Savings Bank, 
155 N. C., 128; Brewer v. Ring, 177 N. C., 485. 
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WILMINGTON AND WELDON RAILROAD COMPANY v. B. I. ALSBROOK. 


Taxation, Hxemption from—Contract—Privilege—Corporation—Con- 
struction of Charter—Railroads, Consolidation of. 


1. The power of taxation being essential to the life of government, exemptions 
therefrom are regarded as in derogation of sovereign authority and com- 
mon right, and will never be presumed. 


2. The grant of an exemption from taxation must be expressed by words too 
plain to be mistaken; if a doubt arises as to the intent of the Legislature, 
that doubt must be resolved in favor of the State. 


3. The grant of an exemption from taxation without some consideration or 
equivalent therefor received by the State does not constitute a contract, 
but a privilege merely, which may be recalled at the pleasure of the 
Legislature. 


4, The consolidation of a railroad not exempt from taxation with one which 
is exempt does not extend the exemption to the property of the former, 
in the absence of clear, unmistakable provisions to that effect in the law 
authorizing the consolidation. 

5. The exemption from taxation claimed to have been granted in ch. 78, Laws 
1833-34, incorporating the Wilmington and Raleigh Railroad Company 
(now the Wilmington and Weldon Railroad Company), if valid at all, 
is confined to the “main line’—from Wilmington to Halifax—and does 
not extend to or embrace any “branch roads” which that company was 
authorized by its charter to construct or acquire. 


6. The acquisition of the Halifax and Weldon Railroad by the Wilmington 
and Raleigh Railroad Company (now the Wilmington and Weldon Rail- 
road Company) under the act of 1835-6, did not merge the first named 
road in the main line of the latter, and hence the property thereby ac- 
quired is not entitled to claim the exemption from taxation alleged to 
have been granted in the charter of us Wilmington and Weldon Railroad 
Company. 

7. The rolling stock of the Wilmington and Weldon Railroad eaeatais used 
upon the branch roads, or roads otherwise acquired, ascertained by a pro 
rata standard based on the relative lengths thereof to the whole line, is 
liable for taxation. . 


MERRIMON, C. J., dissenting. 


Morton made by the plaintiff for an injunction’in an action in Hatr- 
‘FAX, until final hearing, restraining the defendant from proceeding to 
enforce the collection of certain taxes assessed against its property, 
heard by Connor, J., at chambers in Wilson, N. C., on 30 December, 
1891. | : 

The temporary restraining order, with the order to show cause, was 
made by Brown, J., at Weldon, N. C., and was returnable before Bryan, 
J., of the Second J udicial District, on 29 December, 1891, at New Bern, 


9—110 99 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [110 


R. R. v. ALSBROOK. 


N. ©. By consent of the parties the motion was heard by Connor, J., 
of Third Judicial District, as above set forth. 

From the complaint, answer, reply, affidavits and exhibits the judge 
found the following facts: 

By an act of the General Assembly of North Carolina, ratified 

(139) 3 January, 1834, entitled “An act to incorporate the Wilmington 

and Raleigh Railroad Company,” the plaintiff was incorporated 

and duly organized by complying with the provisions of the said act. 
2 Rev. Stat., 335-347. 

That the said corporation, by virtue of said act and scenaconts made 
thereto, to wit, an act ratified 15 December, 1835, entitled “An act to 
amend an act aise in the year 1833, entitled ‘An act to incorporate 
the Wilmington and Raleigh Railroad Company,’” 2 Rev. Stat., 348, 
duly began, and during 1840 completed a railroad from the town of 
Wilmington to the town of Weldon on the Roanoke River, connecting 
with the Petersburg and Norfolk Railroad. 

That at the session of 1833 of the General Assembly of North Caro- 
lina an act was passed and duly ratified, entitled “An act to incorporate 
the Halifax and Weldon Railroad Company.” 2 Rev. Stat., 325-334. 

That pursuant to the provisions of said charter, the said Halifax 
and Weldon Railroad Company procured its right of way, laid out and 
constructed the roadbed and road from the town of Weldon to the town 
of Halifax, a distance of about 10 miles and entirely in the county of 
Halifax. That the said corporation had no rolling stock, but permitted 
the Portsmouth Railroad Company during the year 1836 to run its cars 
over the roadbed and track. | 

That at the session of 1836 of the General Assembly of suid State an 
act was passed and duly ratified,.entitled “An act empowering the Hali- © 
fax and Weldon Railroad Company to subscribe their stock to the Wil- 
mington and Raleigh Railroad Company.” 2 Rev. Stat., 334-335. 

That purusuant to the provisions of the said act, the said Halifax 

and Weldon Railroad Company and the said Wilmington and 
(140) Raleigh Railroad Company, on 14 February, 1837, entered into 

an agreement, a copy of which is hereunto attached and marked 
Exhibit “E.” 

That the provisions of said agreement were in all respects executed 
and carried into effect by the said corporations. 

That by an oversight, the said agreement was not registered as by the 
provisions of the fourth section of said act was required. That at the 
session of 1874 and 1875 of the General Assembly of said State an act 
was passed and duly ratified, entitled “An act to allow the Wilmington 
and Weldon Railroad Company to execute the provisions of the fourth 


100 


N. C.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1892. 


R. R, v. ALSBROOK. 


section of ee - of the acts of the General Assembly, passed at its 
session of 1836,” 

That pursuant . or provisions of the ai act, R. R. Bridgers, presi- 
dent of said Wilmington and Raleigh (now Weldon) Railroad Com- 
pany, executed and caused to be recorded in the office of register of | 
deeds in and for Halifax County, and in the office of the Secretary of 
State in said State, a paper-writing hereto attached and marked 
Exhibit “F.” 

That after the execution of the aforesaid ao recaient of 14 February, 
1837, the said Halifax and Weldon Railroad Company ceased to exer- 
cise any corporate acts or maintain any corporate existence or organiza- 
_ tion, and its roadbed, track and right of way passed to and under the 
control of the Wilmington and Raleigh Railroad Company, and has 
ever since been under the said control and management as a part and 
portion of its main line of road. That at the session of 1867 of the 
General Assembly of said State an act was passed and duly ratified, 
entitled “An act to amend an act passed in 18383, entitled ‘An act to 
incorporate the Wilmington and Raleigh Railroad Company.” The 
provisions of the said amendatory act were, at a regular annual meeting 
of the stockholders of the said Wilmington and Weldon Railroad Com- 
pany, held in the city of Wilmington, N. C., 18 November, 1867, 
adopted as an amendment to the charter of said company. —s«_ (141) 

That during the year 1882 the plaintiff began and completed 

a branch road connecting with its main road at a point near the town 
of Halifax in Halifax County, and running to the town of Scotland 
Neck in said county. That during the year 1890 the said branch road 
was extended from the said town of Scotland Neck to the town of 
Greenville, in Pitt County, and during the year 1891 said branch road 
was extended to the town of Kinston, in Lenoir County, being in all 
a distance of 85 miles. 
_ That said branch road runs through the county of Halifax, a dis- 
tance of 2314 miles. Whether this branch road was constructed pur- 
suant to the provisions of section 21 of the original charter of the 
plaintiff company, or pursuant to provisions of the amendatory act of 
1867, or either of them, does not appear. The plaintiff avering that 
said branch was built pursuant to the authority vested in it by its said 
charter in full compliance with the provisions and requirements 
thereof, the defendant denying this averment, in the absence of any 
proof by the plaintiff, the court, for the purpose of this hearing, finds 
as a fact that it 1s not shown that the said branch was built pursuant 
to the provision or amendments thereto. The said branch is operated 
and managed by the officers of the plaintiff company, and known as the 
Seotland Neck Branch of the Wilmington and Weldon Railroad. 
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In addition to the said Scotland Neck branch, the plaintiff company 
owns and operates, in the same manner, the following other branch 
roads in the State: The Clinton and Warsaw branch, 13 miles in length; 
the Nashville or Spring Hope branch, 18 miles in length; the Wilson 
and Fayetteville branch, 73.6 miles in length; the Tarboro branch, 17 
miles in length, making a total of 206.6 miles, the main road being 

162 miles in length. The said branch roads, except the Tarboro 
(142) branch, have been built within the past ten years. 

The plaintiff company also owns other investments in rail- 
roads and other properties, fully set forth in the affidavit of defendant 
B. I. Alsbrook. 

The Railroad Commission for said State, pursuant to the provisions 
of the Revenue Act, ch. 323, Laws 1891, assessed the portion of the 
plaintiff’s main road and rolling stock from Halifax to Weldon, being 
the portion thereof acquired from the Halifax and Weldon Railroad as 
hereinbefore set forth, for taxation at $161,709, and directed the com- 
missioners of Halifax County to place the same upon the tax list of said 
county for the year 1891. 

That said county commissioners, pursuant thereto, levied an ad 
valorem tax of .......2.-- upon said railroad and rolling stock. 

That said Railroad Commissioners, pursuant to the Revenue Act 
aforesaid, assessed that portion of the Scotland Neck branch lying in 
the said county for taxation at $147,911.72, and directed the said county 
commissioners as aforesaid to place the same upon the said tax list for 
said county for the year 1891 as aforesaid. The said county commis- 
sioners, pursuant thereto, levied an ad valorem tax of §............ upon said 
branch road and rolling stock. All of which will more fully appear by 
reference to the records attached to plaintiff’s reply herein. 

That said tax list was duly placed in the hands of the defendant, 
sheriff of said county, and he has demanded of the plaintiff payment 
of said taxes; the same being refused, he threatens to collect the same by 
distraint. 

That the commissioners or officers whose duty it then was to make 
out. the tax list and assess for taxation property in Arcadia, Dalmatia, 
and Rapids townships in Halifax County during 1869, placed upon the 
said tax list for said townships for said year the roadbed and rolling 

stock of plaintiff for the distance for which it passes through the 
(143) said townships in said county and assessed the same for taxation. 

That said tax list was placed in the hands of John A. Reid, 
the then sheriff of said county, for collection. That the portion of the 
plaintiff’s roadbed and rolling stock, assessed for taxation by the Rail- 
road Commissioners as hereinbefore set forth, is part of the said. road- 
bed and rolling stock assessed for the year 1869, the same assessment 
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of 1869 including all of that portion between Halifax and Weldon 
acquired from the Halifax and Weldon Railroad Company, as herein- 
before set forth. 

That at Spring Term, 1870, of the Superior Court of Fialthae 
County, the plaintiff instituted an action against the said John A. 
Reid, sheriff as aforesaid, for the purpose of enjoining and restraining 
the collection of said tax assessed against its said property as aforesaid. 

That said action was tried and finally determined at the January 
Term, 1873, of the Supreme Court of said State favorable to said plain- 
tiff, all of which will more fully appear by reference to the transcript 
and judgment roll in said action entitled The Wermangien and Weldon 
Railroad v. John A. Reid. — 

The said record is set up by the plaintiff as an estoppel against the 
present defendant. 

The court was of opinion that so aaah of the tax set forth in the com- 
plaint, or as is assessed against that portion of the plaintifi’s roadbed 
and rolling stock lying and being between the towns of Halifax and 
Weldon, and called in said assessment the “Halifax and Weldon Rail- 
road,” is unconstitutional and void—the said property being exempt 
fon any public charge or tax whatsoever by virtue of the several acts 
of the General Assembly hereinbefore set forth. It is thereupon ad- 
judged that the defendant be and is hereby enjoined and restrained from | 
proceeding to enforce the payment of said tax until the final hearing of 
this cause and the further order of the court herein. 

That the tax assessed and levied as aforesaid against the plain- (144) 
tiff upon the Scotland Neck branch is valid. That such branch 
road is not exempt from taxation under the provisions of the charter of 
said plaintiff company. 

That it is thereupon adjudged that the restraining order heretofore 
made in this cause in respect to the said tax and the collection thereof 
be and the same is dissolved and vacated. | 

That the motion for an injunction in respect thereto be and the same 
is denied. 

That the plaintiff and defendant each pay one-half of the cost incurred 
by this motion and the proceedings thereunder. 

From so much of the foregoing judgment as refers to the Halifax and 
Weldon Railroad and enjoins the collection of the tax thereon, the 
defendant appealed to the Supreme Court. 
- From so much of the said judgment as refers to the Scotland Neck 
_ branch and refuses the motion for an injunction restraining the collec- 
tion of taxes thereon, the plaintiff appealed to the Supreme Court. 


Thos. N. Hili and W. H. Day for plainitff. 
R. O. Burton, E. L. Travis, and W. LE. Daniel for defendant. 
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PLAINTIFF'S APPEAL 


Crark, J. The question presented by this appeal is the right of the 
State to tax the branch railroad from Halifax to Kinston, which was 
constructed by the plaintiff corporation in 1882, and in the succeeding 
years. 

In R. R. v. Reid, 138 Wall., 264, it was held that the charter of the 
plaintiff, which was granted in 1833, exempted all its property from tax- 
ation. The correctness of that decision and its finality, at least in the 

. aspect in which it was then presented to the Court, are not called 
(145) in question by this litigation. The defendant, for the purposes 

of this case, concedes that it protects from taxation under State 
authority all the property of the main line of said road and such prop- 
erty as may be necessary for its successful operation; but it contends 
that this branch railroad, extending from Halifax to Kinston, 85 miles, 
is no part of the property necessary for the operation of the plaintiff 
company; that it was not contemplated by the charter of 1833, nor 
within the exemption conferred thereby, nor within the purview of the 
decision of the United States Supreme Court in R. R. v. Reid, supra. 
The Legislature and the Railroad Commissioners being of that opinion, 
the latter, under legislative authority, have assessed said branch railroad 
for taxation. Under proper proceedings the sum assessed on so much 
of said branch railroad as lies within the county of Halifax has been 
placed on the tax list for said county. The plaintiff obtained a restrain- 
ing order against the collection of the tax, which the court below dis- 
solved, and from the latter order the plaintiff appeals to this Court. 

The right of taxation is the highest prerogative of sovereignty. Its exer- 
cise is necessary to the very life and existence of the State. Its possession 
-marks—regardless of the nominal form of government—the real nature 
of the government, whether republican, monarchical, or aristocratic. It 
is the power of the purse to which the power of the ‘sword is a mere se- 
quence. It seems anomalous, therefore, that such a power should be capa- 
ble of alienation in perpetuity by the Legislature in a free state, and that 
any portion of it could be irrevocably bargained away for any considera- 
tion to a corporation or any one else. More especially in a case like the 
present, where the contract is claimed to have been made by a Legisla- 
ture elected for a term of one year, and the alienation of the taxing 
power is asserted to be perpetual, and that for countless ages, 

(146) indeed till the final catastrophe of all things, succeeding genera- 

tions are to guard and protect at their own expense the property 
of the corporation without receiving from it any of the contributions 
which all others are called upon to make for the maintenance and sup- 
port of a civil government. A contract of such a nature, if it were 
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possible between private individuals, would be relieved against in any 
court of equity. The grant of a perpetual exemption from taxation has 
indeed been held invalid by courts of the highest respectability. Brew- 
ster v. Hough, 10 N. H., 188; Mott v. R. R., 30 Pa. St., 9; Bank v. 
Debolt, 1 Ohio St., 591; Knoup v. Bank, ibid., 603; Parker v. Redfield, 
10 Conn., 490; and there are others. In Mott v. R. R., supra, the 
learned Chief Justice says that a sale “to one class of citizens of an 
exemption from all taxes forever, thus throwing all the public burdens 
upon others for all time to come, is such a plain, palpable, and open 
violation of the rights and liberties of the people, and such a clear case 
of transcending the just limits of legislative power, that the Judiciary 
is bound to pronounce such an act null and void.” In Brewster v. 
Hough, supra, Parker, C. J., holds the same views and points out the 
material difference between the right of the Legislature to grant land, © 
or corporate powers, or money, and the right to grant away the essen- 
tial attributes of sovereignty. The latter, he adds, cannot be subject- 
matter of a contract. To the same effect are the dissenting opinions of 
Catron, J., Bank v. Knoup, 16 How., 369, and other judges of the 
United States Supreme Court, in that and in other cases; and especially 
the notable dissenting opinions of Chase, C. J., and Miller and Field, 
JJ., in Washington v. Rouse, 8 Wall., 441. In that case the three 
judges named (by common consent the ablest men then on that bench) 
say through the distinguished judge who has so lately passed from 
among us, full of years and of honors: “We do not believe that any 
legislative body, sitting under a State Constitution of the usual 

_ character, has a right to sell, to give, or to bargain away forever (147) 
the taxing power of the State. . . . If the Legislature can 

exempt, in perpetuity, one piece of land, it can exempt all land. It 
can as well exempt persons as corporations.” They go on to say that 
rich men and rich corporations, with the appliances they are known to 
use, may obtain perpetual exemption “from taxation and cast the bur- 
den of government and the payment of debts on those who are too poor 
or too honest.to buy such immunity”; and they say further, “With as 
full respect for the authority of former decisions as belongs, from 
teaching and habit, to judges trained in the common-law system of 
jurisprudence, we think that there may be questions touching the pow- 
ers of legislative bodies which can never be finally closed by the deci- 
sions of the court, and that the one we have here considered is of this 
character. We are strengthened in this view of the subject by the fact 
that a series of dissents from this doctrine by some of our predecessors 
shows that it has never received the full assent of this Court, and 
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referring -to those dissents for more elaborate defense of our views, we 
content ourselves with thus renewing the protest against a doctrine which 
we think must be finally abandoned. 

This Court, with equal deference to the same authority, is constrained 
to say, in construing the Constitution of this State in force when the 
plaintiff’s charter was granted, that it did not confer upon the Legisla- 
ture the power to enact any law which was beyond repeal by its suc- 
cessors, nor as agents of the State was the power confided to them to 
alienate the sovereign right of taxation irrevocably by bargain or grant. 
The construction of a State Constitution by its highest court is admitted, 
by Taney, C. J., in Ohio v. Debolt, 16 How., 431, to be binding onthe 
Federal Judiciary, and he places the decision of that case, which sus- 
tains the exemption from taxation, on the ground that the decisions of 

the Supreme Court of Ohio on that subject had been conflicting, 
(148) and choice had to be made between them. But there have been 

no conflicting decisions on this point in this State. It may be 
noted that the Dartmouth College case merely affirmed that a contract 
by a charter was binding on the State, but did not hold that alienation 
of the taxing power was subject to contract. The question, however, is 
not now necessarily before us. This taxation does not concern the 
“main line,” and the defendant concedes, as he must, that the Supreme 
Court of the United States has decided that such grants of exemption 
from taxation, though perpetual, are valid if made for an equivalent, 
and if the contract of exemption is clear beyond a reasonable doubt. 
The unanimous view of the Court is significantly expressed by Mr. 
Justice Field in Delaware Tax case, 18 Wall., 206: “If the point were 
not already adjudged, it would admit of grave consideration whether 
the Legislature of a State can surrender this power and make its action 
in this respect binding upon its successors, any more than it can surren- 
der its police power or its right of eminent domain. But the point 
being adjudged, the surrender when claimed must be shown by clear, 
unambiguous language which will admit of no reasonable construction 
consistent with the reservation of the power. If a doubt arise as to the 
intent of the Legislature, that doubt must be resolved in favor of the 
State.” The same high court has delivered repeated utterances of the 
same purport. 

“The exercise of the taxing power is stat to the functions of govern- 
ment. Except where specially restrained, the States possesses it to the 
fullest extent. Prima facie it extends to all property, corporeal and 
incorporeal, and to every business by which livelihood or profit is 
sought to be made within their jurisdiction. When exemption is 
claimed, it must be shown indubitably to exist. At the outset every 
presumption is against it. A well-founded doubt is fatal to the claim. 


106 


N.C.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1892. 


R. R. v. ALSBROOK. 


It is only when the terms of the concession are too explicit to (149) 
admit fairly of any other construction that the proposition can 
be supported.” Farrington v. Tennessee, 95 U.S., 779. 

“Neither the right of taxation nor any other power of sovereignty 
which the communities have an interest in preserving undiminished 
will be held by the Court to be surrendered, unless the intention to sur- 
render is manifested by words too plain to be mistaken.” Ins. Co. v. 
Debolt, 16 How., 416. 

Exemptions from taxation are regarded as in derogation of sovereign 
authority and of common right, and therefore not to be extended beyond 
the exact and express requirements of the language used, construed 
strictissmt juris. R. R. v. Thomas, 132 U. S., 185. 

In the leading case of Bank v. Billings, 4 Peters, 514, Chief Justice 
Marshall says: “That the taxing power is of vital importance, that it 
is essential to the existence of government, are truths which it cannot 
be necessary to reaffirm. As the whole community is interested in 
retaining it undiminished, that community has a right to insist that its 
abandonment ought not to be presumed in a case in which the deliberate 
_ purpose of the State to abandon it does not appear. We must look 
for the exemption in the language of the instrument, and if we do not 
find it there, 1t would be going very far to insert it by construction.” 

In R&. BR. v. Dennis, 116 U. S., 668, Mr. Justice Gray says: “The 
rule has been strictly upheld and constantly reaffirmed in every variety 
of expression. It has been said that neither the right of taxation nor 
any other power of sovereignty will be held by this Court to have been 
surrendered, unless such surrender is expressed in terms too plain to be 
mistaken; that exemption from taxation should never be assumed, 
unless the language used is too clear to admit of doubt; that nothing 
can be taken against the State by presumption or inference; the sur- 
render, when claimed, must be shown by clear, unambiguous language 
which will admit of no reasonable construction consistent with 
the reservation of the power; if a doubt arise as to the intent of (150) 
the Legislature, that doubt must be solved in favor of the State; | 
that a State cannot, by ambiguous language, be deprived of this highest 
attribute of sovereignty; that any contract of exemption 1s to be rigidly 
scrutinized and never permitted to extend, either in scope or duration, 
beyond what the terms of the concession clearly require; and that such 
exemptions are regarded as in derogation of common right, and there- 
“fore not to be extended beyond the exact and express requirements of the 
grants, construed stroctissima juris.” 

In the Delaware Ratlroad Tax Case, 18 Wall., 206, Mr. Justice Field 
said: “Before any such exemption or iaieation can be admitted, the 
intent of the Legislature to confer the immunity or prescribe the limita- 


107 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. — {110 
R. R. v. ALSBROOK. 


tion must be clear beyond a reasonable doubt. All public grants are 
strictly construed; nothing can be taken against the State by presump- 
tion or inference. The established rule of construction in such cases is 
that rights, privileges, and immunities not expressly granted are re- 
served. There is no safety to the public interest in any other rule; and 
with special force does the principle upon which the rule rests apply 
when the right, privilege, or immunity claimed calls for any abridgment 
of the powers of sovereignty, or any restraint upon their exercise. The 
power of taxation. is an attribute of sovereignty, and 1s essential to every 
independent government. As this Court has said, the whole com- 
munity is interested in retaining it undiminished, and has a right to 
insist that its abandonment ought not to be presumed in a case in which — 
the deliberate purpose of the State to abandon it does not appear. 
Bank v. Billings, 4 Pet., 561.” 

The plaintiff claims that its exemption is not only unlimited as to 
duration,’ but as to subject-matter, and that by its charter it has. the 
right to build anywhere, at any time, branch roads whenever it shall 

be its pleasure so to do, and that such branch roads, wherever 
(151) constructed within the limits of this State, shall i forever 

exempted from payment of State, county, or city, or any other 
tax, and that such exemption extends to all rolling stock, shops, build- 
ings, and other property which it shall use in connection with such 
branch railroads, whenever or wherever constructed, or to be hereafter 
constructed. Its claim is that the grant made by the State in the act of 
1833 is unlimited as to time, and only limited as to extent by the area 
of the State, both as regards exemption from taxation and in the grant 
of the right of eminent domain. Already the branch roads built and 
operated are near 250 miles, while the main line as chartered from 
Wilmington to a “point on Roanoke River” is only 154 miles, and other 
branch extensions are in progress or in contemplation. 

_ At present over 400 miles of railway and the property used inavewith, 
worth probably ten or twelve millions, are claimed to be exempt, and 
this is small in comparison with what may come. Indeed, the plaintiff 
contends that it has the right, should it see fit, to parallel every tax- 
paying railroad in the State, now or hereafter to be built, with its 
nontaxable branches. This is far removed from the 100 miles of railway 
from Wilmington to Raleigh and its modest capital of $800,000 as con- 
templated in the charter. A claim so vast and comprehensive chal-~ 
lenges attention and compels scrutiny. 

We do not think that the claim thus put forward is plain “beyond 
_a reasonable doubt,” nor upon any fair, reasonable construction of the 
terms of its charter. 

108 


N.C] FEBRUARY TERM, 1892. 


R. R. v. ALSBROOK, 


The charter, as originally granted, was for the construction of a rail- 
road from Wilmington to Raleigh, a distance somewhat over 100 miles, 
with a capita] stock of $800,000. An act passed in 1835 authorized a 
change of terminus to “some point on the Roanoke River,” and an in- 
crease of the capital stock to $1,500,000, and the road was accord- 
ingly built to Halifax, 154 miles, and thence by acquisition (152) 
of the Halifax and Weldon Railroad it was extended to Weldon, 

a distance of 162 miles from Wilmington. It also authorized the com- 
pany, as a part of its business, to own and operate steamboat lines and 
other vessels to Charleston “or elsewhere,* and makes other important 
changes. ‘T'his amendatory act contains no exemption from taxation. 
~ The question whether the radical change in the location, direction, and 
length of the proposed railroad was not, in effect, a new charter, and 
its acceptance a release from the exemption from taxation contained in 
the “original charter” (as it is termed in the amendatory act), is a 
question which was not presented in R. R. v. Reid, quoted above, and it 
is not necessary that we now consider it. Indeed, we think that a differ- 
ent inference might be drawn from it than that in R. R. v. Commis- 
stoners, 88 N. C., 519, but the learned judge who wrote that opinion 
based it on the ground that when &. #&. v. Reid, 18 Wall, 264, was 
decided, “it was not suggested” that this radical alteration did not revoke 
the exemption. It might seem, perhaps, more just to say that the point, 
not having been presented, was “res non judicata.” That case (R. R. 
v. Revd) was decided in this Court, Pearson, C. J., delivering the opin- 
ion, on the ground that the exemption was not broad enough to cover 
the franchise, and the reversal in the United States Supreme Court was 
directed to that view of the case alone, this other not having been raised. 

It is very certain that, by many adjudications, so radical a change of 
route would have released subscriptions made to the original company, 
and it would hardly seem reasonable that the Legislature meant to con- 
_ fer upon the corporation the right to a perpetual exemption from taxa- 
tion of any number of lines by sea as well as by land, or to sanction an 
exemption for the large addition to the capital stock and to the 
length of the road without an express exemption from taxation (1538) 
of such addition. Scovill v. Thayer, 105 U.S., 148; Morawitz, 
sees. 434, 447, 452. And if there was, in effect (by the act of 1835), a 
new corporation, the exemption from taxation ceased, since it is not 
expressly conferred. Morgan v. Lowstana, 93 U. S., 217; BR. R. v, 
Miller, 114 U.S., 176. 

We do not, however, deem it essential to discuss this further, as the 
question before us may be determined upon the words of the original 
charter. In that act (1833) the first twenty sections are taken up with 
provisions for the main line from Wilmington to Raleigh. The 21st 
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section gives authority to open books of subscription to construct branch 
roads, such subscription not to exceed $200,000, and to be applied ex- 
clusively to the construction of such branch roads. 

Sections 22 and 23 are as follows: 

“99. Be it further enacted, that all the powers, rights and privileges 
conferred by the preceding sections upon the said company, in respect 
to the main road and the land through which it may pass, are hereby 
declared to extend in every respect to the said company and the presi- 
dent and directors thereof in the laying out, in the construction, and 
in the use and preservation of said lateral or branch roads. 

“93. Be it further enacted, that it shall and may be lawful for the 
said company to construct a branch to the main road as aforesaid, 
under the restrictions aforesaid, as soon as the main road has reached 
the point at which the branch road is intended to be joined with the 
main road; but they shall not, under any pretense whatever, apply the 
funds of the company to the construction of a lateral or branch road 
until the main road is completed, except they be subscriptions pee 
cally made for the branch or lateral road.” | 

The remainder of the charter, in effect, applies to the main line. 
Sections 21, 22, and 28, which have reference to the branch roads, 

seemingly having been interpolated, by way of amendment prob- 
(154) ably, into the charter as originally drafted. 

We do not think section 22 extends to the branch roads the 
exemption from taxation which is conferred upon the main line from | 
Wilmington to Raleigh, which is granted by section 19, for several 
reasons: 

1. The object of the bounty of the Legislature was to secure the build- 
ing of a railroad from the capital of the State at Raleigh to its princi- 
pal seaport at Wilmington. To secure that, the exemption conferred by 
section 19 is, so far as the language goes, ee and unrestricted; but 
the language in reference to the exemption of the branch roads is not 
unrestricted. Had it said “the powers, privileges and rights” con- | 
ferred on the company “in respect to the main road and the lands 
through which it may pass” were extended to the branch roads, and > 
stopped there, it would still be a question whether more was intended 
to be granted than the right to the exercise of the privilege of eminent 
domain; but the meaning is placed beyond doubt by the superadded 
words, “in the laying out, in the construction, and in the use and pres- 
ervation of said lateral or branch road.” These are words of lmita- 
tion. They restrict the extension of the privileges of the main line to 
those specified purposes, and none of them by any construction can 
embrace and cover an exemption from taxation. 
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But, indeed, the point is a thrice adjudicated one. In R. R. v. 
Comrs., 103 U. S., 1, the plaintiff company had conferred on it “all 
the powers and privileges necessary for its construction and repair,” 
as were conferred by certain sections (named) of the charter of the 
B. and O. Railroad Company. One of the sections named conferred 
upon the B. and O. Railroad Company exemption from taxation. The 
Court holds that this exemption was “undoubtedly a privilege, but not 
necessary either to the construction, repair, or operation of a railroad,” 
and hence the plaintiff company could not claim exemption from taxa- 
tion. Where a railroad company was by its charter invested 
“for the purpose of making and using said road with all the (155) 
powers, rights and privileges, and subject to all the disabilities 
and restrictions” of another company which was perpetually exempt 
from taxation, it was held that a grant of immunity from taxation did 
not pass. R#. &. v. Gaines, 97 U. S., 697. And to the same purport is 
Morgan v. Louisiana, 93 U.S., 217. So, in the present case, the privi- 
leges and rights of the main line are extended to the branch roads “in 
the laying out, in the construction, and in the use and preservation” of 
said lateral lines. These words do not embrace exemption from taxa- 
tion. The provisions in regard to the branch roads are to be found in 
sections 21, 22, 23, and any references in other portions of the act 
(which is taken up with provisions as to the road proper) to exemption 
from taxation apply to the main road, and cannot control the manifest 
limitation as to the branch roads contained in this section. | 

2. It may be noted in passing that the branch roads, exceeding now 
by much the main line in length (being near 250 miles as against 154 
in the line from Wilmington to Halifax), far exceed the $200,000 of 
branch roads contemplated by the act of 1833; and they do not appear 
to have been constructed, as there provided, by opening books of sub- 
scription specially for such branch roads. If this had been done, it is 
manifest that the 250 miles of branch roads were not constructed by 
means of the $200,000 subscription authorized for that purpose. Had 
the State intended to exempt the branch-roads, it is apparent, from the 
limitation in section 21 of the capital stock for the purpose to $200,000, 
that it was not intended to authorize an unlimited number of miles of 
branch roads, and the consequent exemption of an unlimited quantity of 
capital from bearing its due share of maintaining the burdens of civil 
government. 

3. An act passed in 1867 authorized the plaintiff to open books | 
for subscriptions to build branch roads to the amount of $25,000 (156) 
per. mile. 

This might be deemed an extension of the right to build branch 
lines, but this act contains no exemption from taxation of the branch 
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lines or of the additional capital thereby authorized, and they would 
not be exempted if built thereunder. &. R. v. Wright, 116 U.S., 231; 
R. BR. v. Guffey, 120 U. S., 569. The plaintiff does not contend that its 
branch lines have been constructed under the authority of that act. 

4, The act of 1833, section 33, provides: “If the company shall not 
have completed the main road from Wilmington to Raleigh in twelve 
years thereafter, then the company shall forfeit so much of the rights . 
and privileges hereby created as confer upon the said company the 
power of extending the said road above the point at which it shall be 
then constructed; but they shall not forfeit their property and privi- 
leges in any manner as to so much of the road as they have completed.” 
None of the branch roads were either begun or finished within said 
twelve years. One of 16 miles in length was built in 1860, and the 
other since the adoption of the Constitution of 1868, which forbids 
the grant of exemption from taxation by requiring that taxation shall 
be uniform and ad valorem. If the branches were an integral part 
of the main line, their construction was not authorized after the lapse 
of twelve years. If they do not fall under that limitation, it is ques- 
tionable whether the right to build them was not lost under the gen- 
eral act by “nonuser” for two years after the completion of the main 
line. ‘Laws 1836, ch. 10; The Code, 688, 694. The branch roads of 
the plaintiff are not exempt from taxation, but it is not clear that 
their construction has been under warrant of law. If it be conceded 
that the construction of branch roads was authorized after such lapse 
of time, they could, in contemplation of the charter, be only such as are 

short feeders to the main line. The branch road from Halifax 
(157) to Kinston, whose taxation is here immediately in controversy, is. 

85 miles in length, nearly parallel to the main line and connect- 
ing with five other railroads, and is certainly not such a branch; nor 
is the Wilson branch, some 150 miles in length, about as long as the 
main line (with 125 miles in this State), and which is to be used here- 
after practically as the main line of the plaintiffi’s traffic. The fail- 
ure of the State to collect taxes cannot be taken as an abandonment of 
its right. No such presumption exists oo the sovereign. RF. R. 
v. Dennis, 116 U. S., 665. 

The decision in R. R. v. Reid, supra, is not, as claimed, an estoppel 
in this case, because it could only be such as to the matter there 3 in con- 
troversy, to wit, the taxes levied for that year (1869), the collection of 
which is enjoined; and, besides, the action is not between the same 
parties. The decision named has not the force of a precedent, because 
the scope of that decision did.not embrace the branch roads, all of. 
which, except one short line, have been built since, and that one branch 
was not in the county the tax of which was enjoined. It is also not a 
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precedent even as to. the main line, upon any material point which was 
not then raised or passed upon by the court. 

The act of 1833 must be limited by the Constitution of the State then 
in force, which contained a provision forbidding “monopolies and per- 
petuities.” The construction placed by State courts upon the Consti- 
tution and laws of a State are held binding by the Federal courts. 
Whether this provision has reference solely to the prohibition of restric- 
tions upon alienation, or whether viewed in the light of the history of 
its adoption and judged by the context, it is meant, as has been sug- 
gested, to prohibit the grant by the Legislature of peEpelial and exclu- 
sive privileges, is a matter which is not now before us, and 
which cannot be brought before us in this collateral manner. (158) 
It can be raised only by a direct proceeding by the Attorney- 
General, if so advised, in the nature of a quo warranto to test the valid- 
ity of the charter on that ground. We forbear any expression of 
opinion, as the matter is not before us. 

Affirmed. : 


DEFENDANTS APPEAL 


Crarkx,J. The original charter of the plaintiff company was granted 
in 1838, under the name of The Wilmington and Raleigh Railroad 
‘ Company, for the purpose of building a railroad from. Wilmington to 
Raleigh. This act also authorized the construction of branch roads. 
By an amendatory act in 1835 the company was authorized to con- 
struct from Wilmington either to Raleigh or “to some point at or near 
the Roanoke River.” This election was not then made, but at some 
subsequent period (it does not from the pleadings appear when) it 
was exercised by building to Halifax in leu of to Raleigh. By the act 
of 1833 a branch road could only be built after the main line reached 
the point of junction; but by section 3 of the act of 1835 it is provided 
that the company may construct branch roads, under the rules and regu- 
lations set out in the act of 1833, “either before or after they have 
completed the main railroad aforesaid.” In 1833 the Halifax and 
Weldon Railroad was chartered. Its charter contained no exemption 
from taxation. This road was completed its whole distance from 
Halifax to Weldon, a distance of 8 miles, but, having no rolling stock 
of its own, permitted the Portsmouth Railroad Company to run its cars 
in 1836 over its roadbed and track. In January, 1837, the Legislature 
passed an act authorizing the Halifax and Weldon Railroad Company 
to subscribe their stock to the Wilmington and Raleigh Railroad Com- 
pany, and by an agreement between the two companies, executed 
14 February, 1837, this was done, it being stipulated therein (159) 
that “the union of the two roads” should be made at the town 
of Halifax or as near thereto as practicable. By the act of 1837, 
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authorizing the consolidation, it is provided: “Upon the subscription of 
the stock held by the stockholders in the Halifax and Weldon Railroad 
Company, in the books of the Wilmington and Raleigh Railroad Com- 
pany, all the property, real and personal, owned and held by the Hali- 
fax and Weldon Railroad Company, shall vest in and be owned and 
possessed by the Wilmington and Raleigh Railroad Company afore- 
said, and be owned and held and possessed by the said company in the 
same manner that all the other property, real and personal, which has 
been acquired by the said company is owned, held and possessed, and 
the road which may have been built or partly built by the Halifax 
and Weldon Railroad Company shall thenceforth be deemed to all 
intents, as well criminal as civil, a part of the Wilmington and Raleigh 
Railroad.” Whether the proper construction and the effect of the 
provision that the property of the Halifax and Weldon Railroad shall 
be owned, held and possessed “in the same manner” that all the other 
property of the Wilmington and Raleigh Railroad Company is owned, 
held and possessed confers on the former an irrevocable exemption from 
taxation. is the question presented by this appeal. | 
By the charter of the Wilmington and Raleigh Railroad Company its 
main line between Wilmington and Raleigh was exempt “forever from 
all taxation.” The power of taxation being an element pertaining to - 
sovereignty, the power of any legislature to alienate it, so as to bind 
forever all future legislatures, and thus perhaps cripple or embarrass 
unborn generations, has been much doubted; but it has been decided 
by the Supreme Court of the United States that 1t may be done if 
clearly expressed, and if granted in return for an equivalent received 
by the State. The Legislature subsequently, as stated, author- 
(160) ized a change of terminus from Raleigh to “some point on Roa- 
noke River,” which by the election of the company was the town 
of Halifax; to which point it was built and there made the union of 
the two roads when it absorbed the Halifax and Weldon Railroad. The 
Wilmington and Raleigh Railroad Company, in their agreement with 
the Halifax and Weldon Railroad Company, agree upon “the union of 
the two roads” at Halifax. The latter was “a point on the Roanoke 
River,” and thence the Halifax and Weldon Railroad ran up the river 
and parallel with it to Weldon. By virtue of the election made to 
change its terminus from Raleigh to Halifax, the plaintiff claims that 
the road from Wilmington to Halifax (instead of from Wilmington to 
Raleigh) became exempt from taxation. By the charter of 1833, while 
the main road between the two termini, Wilmington and Raleigh (after- 
wards Wilmington and Halifax), was exempted from taxation, the 
branch roads authorized by said acts were not exempted from taxation, 
as we have held in the plaintiff’s appeal in this case. We think that 
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the question whether the act authorizing the Wilmington and Raleigh 
Railroad Company to acquire the Halifax and Weldon Railroad Com- 
pany exempted the property thus acquired from taxation must be 
answered in the negative, for several reasons: 

1. Though the earnest contention that the right of taxation being an 
inherent right in the sovereign people, and that no temporary agency, 
such as a legislature, elected for a term of one year, could alienate it or 
any part of it in perpetuity, and that their mandate only gives power 
to levy a tax or exempt from taxation during their term of office and 
until another legislature shall act, has not been sustained by the United 
States Supreme Court, still it holds that the ahenation of so important 
a right will only be valid “when the grant is clear beyond reasonable 
doubt.” Mr. Justice Field in Delaware Rk. R. Tax Case, 18 Wall. 
206. And unless the grant is shown “by clear and unambigu- 
ous language, which will admit of no reasonable construction (161) 
consistent with the reservation of the power (of taxation), the 
exemption claimed must be denied.” Mr. Justice Gray in R. BR, »v. 
Dennis, 116 U. S., 668. 

2. If the act of 1837, authorizing the acquisition of the Halifax and 
Weldon Railroad Company’s property, had the effect to create a new 
company, whose line became thereupon extended from Wilmington to 
Weldon, thereby securing the operation of a continuous road between’ 
those points, the new charter thus granted and all claims to exemption 
thereunder have long since expired. Such charter, if it be one, was 
granted 10 January, 1837, and was subject to the provisions of the 
general act, ratified 10 December, 1836, which provided that “No 
body corporate hereafter to be established in this State shall exist for 
a longer term than thirty years unless otherwise provided in the act cre- 
ating the same.” Laws 1836, ch. 10. Railroad v. Maine, 96 U.S., 499. 
If, however, this was not a new charter, it was not a contract, for the 
State received no equivalent or consideration therefor, nor any promise 
or obligation. It did not secure the building of a new railroad, for 
the building of the railroad from Wilmington to Halifax had already 
been contracted for by act of 1835, and the railroad from Halifax to 
Weldon had already been built ag completed, and was being operated 
by the Portsmouth Railroad Company. The right granted the Hali- 
fax and Weldon Railroad Company to subscribe ee stock to the Wil- 
mington and Raleigh Railroad Company was therefore a mere privi- 
lege, a benefit sought for by them and granted by the State as a mere 
gratuity, and if the language used is broad enough to cover the property 
so transferred, with the exemption from taxation claimed under prior 
acts by the Wilmington and Raleigh Railroad Company, still, being 
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- a mere privilege or gratuity, the State possessed the right to withdraw 
it and to tax the transferred property, as it has since authorized 
(162) to be done by several acts of the Legislature. The Code, sec, 
3677; Laws 1891, ch. 323, sec. 6. This has often been held. In 
Tucker v. Porqisen, 22 Wall., 527 , it is held that “An act of the Legis- 
lature exempting property of a railroad from taxation is not a contract. 
to exempt it, unless there is a gonsideration for the act. An agreement 
where there is no consideration is a nude pact. The promise of a 
gratuity spontaneously made may be kept, changed, or recalled at 
pleasure; and this law applies to the agreements of states made without 
consideration, as well as to those of persons.” To same effect are 
Rector v. Howard, 24 How., 300; R. R. v. McGuire, 20 Wall., 36; 
R. BR. v. Supervisors, 98 U. S., 595; Welch v. Cook, 97 U.S., 541; Mor- 
riwitz Pr. Corp., secs. 1053 and 1054. In R. B. v. Philadelphia, 101 
U. S., 528, Mr. Justice Clifford says: “Exemptions of this kind, how- 
ever, are to be strictly construed, the rule being that the right of taxa- 
tion exists unless the exemption 1s expressed in clear and unambiguous 
terms, and that in order that it may be effectual, it must appear that 
the contract was made in consequence of some beneficial equivalent 
received by the State, it being conceded that if the exemption was 
granted only as a privilege, it may be recalled at the pleasure of the 
Legislature.” Cooley Const. Lim. (4 ed.), 342; Cooley Taxation, 146. 
The Halifax and Weldon Railroad was already constructed and was 
being operated by the Portsmouth Railroad Company. If, therefore, 
the act authorizing-its transfer to the Wilmington and Raleigh Rail- 
road Company can be construed as conferring upon it an exemption 
from taxation, a quality which did not before attach to the trans- 
ferred property, such grant of exemption was a mere privilege, not a 
contract with the State, and therefore revocable. This case differs from 
Humphrey v. Pegues, 16 Wall., 244, for, there, no inducement had been 
- sufficient to procure the road to be built till the exemption was 
(163) granted, and on the faith of that grant it was built. 

3. The authority given the Wilmington and Raleigh Railroad 
Company to acquire this additional property would not per se exempt 
it from taxation, since the necessity for the passage of such act shows 
it was not such property as it was authorized to acquire under, nor for — 
the purpose of, its original charter, for which it was granted, i. e., for 
constructing a railroad from Wilmington to Raleigh. The words in 
this act, that upon the acquisition by the Wilmington and Raleigh 
Railroad Company of the Halifax and Weldon, the road built by it 
from Halifax to Weldon “shall thenceforth be deemed to all intents, as 
well criminal as civil, a part of the Wilmington and Raleigh Railroad 
Company,” mean simply that the railroad from Halifax to Weldon 
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became fully and completely the property of the Wilmington and Ra- 
leigh Railroad Company. But that did not confer exemption from 
taxation, for the said company would own fully and completely its 
branch roads, which were not exempt. The exemption must depend 
upon the other words of the act, the language of which is that the prop- 
erty acquired from the Halifax ‘and Weldon Railroad Company must be 
held “in the same manner” as the other property of the company. This 
does not necessarily, beyond. a reasonable doubt, mean that it is clothed 
with the same immunity from taxation. Exemption from taxation is 
an immunity, not a part of the habendum. “In the same manner” 
doubtless referred to section 14 of the charter of the Wilmington and 
Raleigh Railroad Company, which specified that the property should 
be held in fee simple, and to the other provisions specifying the uses 
which the company should make of its prpeny: ft. R. v. Georgia, 92 
U.S., 665. 

4, If it were true, however, that “in same manner” refers to privi- 
leges and immunities granted to the company, as well as to the manner 
of holding its property, still, as certain of its property was exempt 
from taxation, and certain other of its property was not exempt (as 
' we have held), to which class of its property does “in same man- 
ner” refer? By the settled rules of construction above quoted, 
the newly absorbed railroad must be assimilated to the property (164) 
not exempt. 

5. It will be noted that the act of 1837 dieu: not authorize the Hali- 

a. and Weldon road to be made a part of the “main line” of the Wil- 
‘mington and Raleigh road; it became the property of and a part of 
- the Wilmington and Raleigh road; but so it would if it was acquired 
as a branch or connecting road. There is nothing in the act incon- 
sistent with its being a part of a branch line, which, the year before, 
by the act of 1835, the Wilmington and Raleigh road ‘had been author- 
ized to construct “before constructing the main line.” Indeed, the 
retention in this act of 1837 of the title “the Wilmington and Raleigh” 
company would indicate as much. A branch from some point on the 
Wilmington and Raleigh road (as chartered) to Halifax, and then 
extended by this purchase to Weldon (so as to connect by such branch 
with other roads), would not be as long a branch road as some other 
branch roads which this company has constructed and is now operating; 
nor would the fact that the company, some years later (after having 
elected to change its terminus to Halifax), did construct its road to 
Halifax, and used the Halifax and Weldon road to connect with other 
roads northward, make it in law a part of its “main line,” so as to 
exempt it from taxation. We know, as a current fact, that the same 
company, having built a branch road from Wilson through Fayette- 
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ville southward, has made arrangements by which that branch road, in 
point of fact, will henceforth be the “main line”; but in law and in 
purview of its charter the “main line,” so far as exemption from taxa- 
tion is concerned, is restricted to the road between its termini as author- 
ized by its charter—Wilmington and Halifax. The action of the corpo- 

ration in using and operating the road from Halifax to Weldon, 
(165) and from Wilson to Fayettev ille, as integral parts of its through 

line, was justified by the march of events; but that does not make 
these additional roads part of its “main line” from Wilmington to Hali- 
fax so as to exempt them from a | 

That twenty years after the act authorizing the acquisition of the 
Halifax and Weldon road the name of the Wilmington and Raleigh 
Railroad Company was changed to the Wilmington and Weldon Rail- © 
road Company has no bearing on this question, though it has no doubt 
led to the misconception concerning it. That act (Pr. Laws 1854-55, 
ch. 235) has no clause of exemption. ‘It may have made the road from 
Halifax to Weldon a part of the main line from Wilmington to Weldon, 
but it did not make it a part of the main line of the Wilmington and 
Raleigh road, which extended from Wilmington to Halifax, and which 
only was exempted from taxation. The consolidation of a railroad — 
whose property is exempt from taxation with one whose property 
is not so exempt does not extend the exemption to the entire consoli- 
dated property in the absence of a clear and unmistakable provision. 
in the act to that effect. Delaware Tax Case, 18 Wall., 206; Tomlin- 
son v. Branch, 15 Wall., 406; R. R. v. Georgia, 92 U. S., "665. 

The exemption here deiweds is the perpetual exacted from all taxes, 
State, county, and municipal, of the railroad from Halifax to Weldon 
by virtue of an exemption from taxation of the road from Wilmington 
to Raleigh, and of the subsequent act authorizing the consolidation 
with it of the road from Halifax to Weldon, which latter had already 
been built and completed without any exemption from taxation in its 
charter. The act of consolidation makes no reference, as we hold, to 
the exemption being extended to the absorbed road, and had it done so 
it would have been a mere privilege, having been granted without any 
consideration or benefit received by the State in exchange. While the 

act does provide that the newly acquired property shall be to all 
(166) intents the property of the Wilmington and Raleigh Railroad 

Company, it does not make it a part of the main line, and there 
is nothing which shows that 1t was not to be used as a branch road, 
or a connecting road; and, indeed, the latter seems to have been the 
purpose, as the name of the Wilmington and Raleigh Railroad Company 
was still retained. If to be used as a branch or connecting road, the 
property clearly was not intended to be exempt. It could hardly have 
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been intended to make a railroad from Halifax to Weldon a part of a 
main line, either from Wilmington to Raleigh, or from Wilmington to 
Halifax, which were the authorized termini. In the absence of a clear, 
unambiguous intent to extend the exemption from taxation to the rail- 
road from Halifax to. Weldon, and of any consideration or benefit 
derived by the State, if it was so intended, the enormous and unusual 
grant of a perpetual exemption from all civil dues for the maintenance 
of government, while claiming the benefit of the protection it extends, 
cannot be upheld by any surmise or inference as to the probable inten- 

tion of the Legislature when it conferred upon the plaintiff nnesy 
the privilege of acquiring the Halifax and Weldon road. 

For these reasons we think that the judgment of the court Sins 
so far as it holds that the line from Halifax to Weldon and the prop- 
erty used therewith are forever exempt from taxation, should be 
reversed. 

The pro rata part of the rolling stock, commensurate with such 
part of the road proportioned to the length of the whole line oper ated 
by the plaintiff, is also liable to taxation. 

As already stated in the plaintiff’s appeal, the decision in R. R. v. 
Reid, supra, is not, as claimed, an estoppel in this case, because it could 
only be such as to the matter there in controversy, to wit, the taxes 
levied for that year (1869), the collection of which is enjoined; and, 
besides, the action is not between the same parties. The decision named 
has not the force of a precedent, because the scope of that decision 
did not purport to embrace the question of law which is now pre- 
sented, but which was not then raised or passed upon by the 


court. 
Error. "; , | . (167) 


Mrrrimon, C. J., dissenting: Without here stating at length the rea- 
son for it, 1 am of opinion that the State cannot by contract or otherwise 
irrevocably part, in whole or in part, with one of its essential attributes, 
as, for example, the power of taxation. I am therefore of opinion that 
the Legislature had not power to exempt perpetually and irrevocably 
the plaintiff’s property from taxation, as it undertook to do; but the 
Supreme Court of the United States expressly decided otherwise in 
RB. R. v. Reid, 18 Wall, 264. That court had jurisdiction and author- 
ity to make such decision. That decision is authoritative and as well 
conclusive, unless the Court shall hereafter deem it necessary to over- 
rule it and other like cases. 

It is contended, however, that the case just cited does not embrace 
the “branch roads” of the plaintiff and the property appurtenant to 
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and connected therewith. It seems to me clear that this view is 
founded in misapprehension. Jt does not appear from what the Court 
said or decided. It said pertinently, “There is no difficulty whatever 
in this case. The General Assembly of North Carolina told the Wil- 
mington and Weldon Railroad Company, in language which no one 
can misunderstand, that if they would complete the work of internal 
improvements for which they were incorporated, their property and 
the shares of their stockholders should be forever exempt from tax- 
ation.” 7 
The statute Beis allows the plaintif to construct “branch roads.” 
The capital stock taken to build them is made part of the capital stock 
of the company, and the owners of such stock are made stockholders of 
| the plaintiff, and the branch roads constitute part and parcel 
(168) of its property. There is no provision of the plaintifi’s charter 
that in terms, or by reasonable implication, excepts the “branch 
roads” from the clause that exempts its property from taxation. 
That clause is general, and provides and declares that “All the prop- 
erty purchased by the said president and directors, and that which 
may be given to the company, and the works constructed under the 
authority of this act, and all profits accruing on the said works and the 
said property shall be vested in the respective shareholders of the 
company and their successors and assigns forever, in proportion to 
their respective shares; and the shares shall be deemed personal prop- 
erty; and the property of said company and the shares therein shall 
be exempt from any public charge or tax whatsoever.” The terms 
and phraseology thus employed are plain, broad, and sweeping, and the 
purpose is as broad as the language. They vest all the property, in- 
cluding “the works constructed under the authority of this act,” in 
the shareholders of the plaintiff, and exempt the same from taxation. 
It is impossible for me to misunderstand the meaning and compass 
of a provision which, in my judgment, is so strong and plain. And 
the purpose is obvious—it was to encourage the building of the rail- 
road and “branch roads” thereof reaching out short distances from 
the main road at a time when the building of railroads was in its in- 
fancy, and it was difficult to induce capitalists to invest their money 
in such enterprises. 
I abstain from a general discussion of the subject, and regret that 
I am constrained to dissent from the judgment of the Court. 


Cited: S.c., aoe 487; Chemical Co. v. Bd. of Agriculture, 11 N. C., 
187; 8. v. Womble, 112 N. C., 872; Umited Brethren v. Comrs., 115 
N. ©., 574, 579; Comrs. v. Webb, 160 N. C., 596; Coz v. RB. B., 166 
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N. C., 389; Jackson v. Commission, 180 N. C., 425; 8. v. Cantwell, 
142 N. C., 609, 615, 618; Pullen v. Corporation Commission, 152 
N. C., 574, 579; Comrs. v. Webb, 160 N. C., 596; Cox v. &. B., 166 
N. C., 655; Wagstaff v. Highway Commission 177 N. C., 360; Brown 
v. Tas 179 N. C., 371. 


Note: This case was affirmed on Writ of Error, R. R. v. Aisbvovie: 146 
U. S., 279. 
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| | | (169) 
MARY RAY v. THE COMMISSIONERS OF DURHAM 
COUNTY eEtT AL. 


Deed—Correction and Reformation—Purchaser for Value—Trust. 


1. In 1867 P. executed a deed of which the operative words were “I do 
hereby give and grant to L. P. one lot of land...to contain two 
acres of land, reserving to myself possession during life’: Held, in 
the absence of evidence that words of inheritance were omitted by mis- 
take, to convey only a life estate; and there being nothing apparent 
in the contents of the instrument inconsistent with an intention to con- 
vey a life estate, a court of equity would not decree a correction for 
the purpose of conveying the fee. 


2. The fact that the executor of the life tenant purchased the land from the 
representative of the vendor could not constitute him a trustee for 
the heirs or devisees of the vendee. 


3. A purchaser for value and without notice will be-protected against a latent 
equity to have a deed reformed. 


Action removed from Durham and tried at August Term, 1891, 
of Oranex, before Winston, J. 

The plaintiff alleged that in 1873 one Lewis Pratt died leaving a 
last will and testament, in which it was provided as follows: “It is my 
wish and desire that my wife, Elizabeth Pratt, shall occupy the house 
she now has during her natural life. It is my wish and desire that my 
son Lewis Jenkins shall have the lot on which I now live at the death 
of my wife, the said Lewis Jenkins paying my daughter Mary Little 
(Mary Ray, the plaintiff) one-third of the cash valuation of the same or 
said lot.” The said Lewis Jenkins was appointed executor of said will 
and duly qualified as such. The object of this action is to subject the 
said lot to a charge to the extent of one-third of its value, as provided 
in the will. The defendant denies that the plaintiff has any interest. 
in said property, pleads an estoppel by former action, and adverse 
possession under color of title for over seven years. It appears that 
Lewis pant was a slave of W. N. Pratt, who, in recognition of 
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(170) his faithful services (as is indicated by his will of 1855 by 
which he provided that said Lewis should be free), did on 3 May, 

1867, execute to him a deed conveying the said lot, which deed is as fol- 
- lows: “Know all men by these presents, that I, William N. Pratt, for 
and in consideration of the faithful services rendered me while a slave 
by Lewis Pratt (now a freedman), I do hereby give and grant unto said. 
Lewis Pratt (freedman), one lot of land embracing the shop he now _ 
occupies and the house in which he resides, and to contain two acres 
of land, reserving to myself possession during my life. In witness 
whereof, I hereunto set my hand and affix my seal, this 3 May, 1867. 
W. N. Pratt. ae 

It also appears that in 1873 John Burroughs as executor of W. N. 
Pratt, under the authority of his will, sold the said lot at public auction, 
when Thomas Webb became the purchaser, to whom a deed in fee was 
executed, said executor giving notice that he made no guarantee of title, 
and only sold the interest of W. N. Pratt; that in March, 1876, the 
said Webb conveyed the lot in fee to said Lewis Jenkins, who con- 
veyed the same in fee to the town of Durham; and that in 1883 said 
town conveyed the same in fee to the defendant, the county of Durham. 

It also appears that in 1876 Lewis Jenkins and Elizabeth Pratt 
brought an action against John Burroughs, executor of W. N. Pratt, 
and the heirs at law of said Pratt, for the purpose of reforming the 
said deed, alleging that the same was intended to convey a fee-simple 
estate, and that the words of inheritance were omitted by reason of the 
mistake or ignorance of the draughtsman. The defendants in that ac- 
tion denied these allegations, and after a reference to an arbitrator 
it was formally adjudged, at Spring Term, 1878, that the plaintiffs 
take nothing by their suit, the award being that the allegations as to 
mistake were not sustained by the evidence. The complaint and 
answer in said suit are made a part of the replication in the present 

action. His Honor rendered judgment in favor of the defend- 

(171) ants, and the plaintiff appealed. : 


J. B. Mason for plaintift. | 
J.S. Manning and J. Parker for defendants. 


SHEPHERD, J., after stating the case: As the plaintiff claims under the 
will of Lewis Pratt, it is necessary to determine what estate the said 
Lewis had in the land which is the subject of-this action. 

It is insisted that he was the owner in fee simple because the jury 
found in the response to a part of one of the issues that W. N. Pratt 
“save him the land described in the complaint, and in (the) manner 
therein stated as held and occupied by him.” Turning to the com- 
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plaint, we find nothing which discloses the source of the alleged title; 
but assuming that the issue intended to refer to the replication, we are 
unable to perceive anything in that pleading which confers any title 
upon the said Lewis, except the deed executed to him in 1867 by W. 
N. Pratt, the owner in fee of the property. From 1855 up to the ex- 
ecution of the above mentioned deed, the said Lewis, it appears, was 
occupying the property by the permission of the owner, W. N. Pratt; 
and even had he been occupying it adversely and was capable of hold- 
ing it, there being no color of title, and the period of his entire posses- 
sion up to his death being less than twenty years, no presumption of 
ownership could have arisen. 

It is clear, therefore, that the only title which the said Lewis had 
acquired was conferred by the deed executed by W. N. Pratt in 1867, 
and we must now inquire whether that deed was efficient to convey 
more than an estate for life. There being a total absence of words of 
inheritance, it 1s too plain for discussion that at law the deed conveyed 
but an estate for life, and there being no evidence that words 
of inheritance were omitted by mistake, it must follow (172) 
that the deed cannot be corrected unless upon an inspection of 
its contents the Court should, in the exercise of its equitable power, 
decree that it be reformed under the principle declared in Vickers v. 
Leigh, 104 N. C., 248. In that case the language of the deed was quite 
different from the one now under consideration. There, from the pe 
culiar provisions which were fully discussed in the opinion of the court, 
it was plainly manifested that the grantor could have had no other 
- intention than to convey an estate in fee. The same is true of the cases — 
of Saunders v. Saunders, 108 N. C., 327, and Moore v. Quince, 109 N. 
~C., 85. In the former the sale was by virture of a power under a will, 
and it will be seen from the context of the deed that the evident pur- — 
pose was to convey all the estate of the testator; besides, the word 
“heirs” was used in the warranty. In the latter case the conveyance was 
to the trustee and his executors and administrators and the purposes 
of the trust required that the trustee should take an estate in fee. Quite 
different is the case before us. Here there are no words of inherit- 
ance, and there is nothing whatever to indicate a purpose to convey 
the fee, except the simple reservation of the possession for the life time 
of the grantor. This, while affording a very strong inference that a fee 
was intended, is nevertheless entirely consistent with a purpose to 
convey an estate for life, the possession of the grantee being postponed 
until the death of the grantor. In the cases aboved cited the terms 
of the deed were clearly inconsistent with an intention to convey only 
an estate for life, and this, it would seem, is the principle upon which 
those decisions are founded. We are very sure that it does not extend 
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to a case like ours, and in this we are not only sustained by the older 
decisions, but also by the recent case of Anderson v. Logan, 105 N. C., 
_ 266, in which the habendum was as follows: “ To have and to hold 
all of our interest in the above mentioned lot from ourselves, 
(173) our heirs, and all that may claim under us and our assigns for-| 
ever.” There was no pleading alleging any ground for equitable 
relief, but the Court strongly intimated that had there been such 
pleading the language used would not bring the case within the prin- 
ciple declared in Vickers v. Leigh, supra. To hold that such a deed 
as the one before us warrants the Court in decreeing its correctness by 
a simple inspection of its contents would certainly be going far beyond 
any of our previous decisions, and we are not prepared to extend the 
doctrine beyond the limits of actual precedent. | 
This would seem to put an end to the case, but the counsel for the 
plaintiff very earnestly insists that because Lewis Jenkins, the execu- 
tor of Lewis Pratt, about three years after the death of his testator, 
purchased the land for himself of one Thomas Webb (who had about 
three years previously purchased the reversion of the executor of W. N. — 
Pratt), the said Lewis Jenkins, being executor, must have held the same 
as a constructive trustee and according to the terms of the will. It 
ig not easy to understand, in the absence of any evidence to show a mis- 
take in the deed, and where its terms are such that the Court will not 
upon its face decree its reformation, how the said Lewis Jenkins could 
in any sense be a trustee. The estate of the testator in the said property 
ceased upon his death, and no trust as to the same could have developed 
upon his executor. Conceding, however, that he was a constructive 
trustee, so that the purchase of an outstanding title would have 
enured to the benefit of his cestue que trust, and that there was some > 
latent equity (such as the right to have the deed reformed), how is it | 
possible that the defendant, a bona fide purchaser of the legal title, 
could have been affected therewith -unless it were shown that it pur- 
chased. with notice? There is no evidence of notice here. Plainly, 
the suit to reform the deed was no notice, as the executor of W. N. 
Pratt hadseconveyed to Webb before it was instituted. Neither 
(174) was the possession of Lewis Jenkins, who purchased of Webb, 
constructive notice, as his possession was consistent with his legal 
title, and there is no evidence of any actual notice to the town of Dur- 
ham, nor to its purchaser, the county of Durham. There was, then, no 
constructive notice by possession of anyone claiming against the legal 
title, and there was none by reason of the suit, for by a decree therein 
it had been adjudged that the deed conveyed but a life estate; and 
lastly, there is an utter absence of evidence to show any equity existing 
in the plaintiff or any one else, even if there had been actual notice of © 
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any claim. Assuming, then, as we have done, that the plaintiff was 
not estopped by the former suit, she not being a party thereto, we are 
of the opinion, for the reasons given, that she cannot recover. We com- 
mend the zeal of counsel in his efforts to establish the rights of his 
client; but if these have been lost by reason of the death of witnesses 
or other adventitious circumstances, we do not see how we can grant 
any relief, especially as against the defendant, which for aught that 
appears is a bona fide purchaser without notice, 
Affirmed. 


(175) 


“THE NORTH CAROLINA RAILROAD. COMPANY v. W. H. J. 
GOODWIN. 


Costs—Condemnation of Land. 


The counsel fees authorized to be taxed in proceedings to condemn lands 
for railway uses under section 1946, The Code, can be allowed and 
taxed only in those cases where the Court, under section 1948, is directed 
to appoint an attorney to represent a party in interest who is unknown 
or whose residence is unknown. 


Proozepine in the Superior Court of Waxes to condemn lands re- 
quired by plaintiff in the construction of a branch of its road. 

The defendant was a resident of Wake County, and received the 
amount of compensation awarded by the commissioners as damages 
to his property. Thereupon he made a motion for allowance of his 
counsel fees, to be taxed by the court. The clerk refused the motion, 
and upon appeal this judgment was affirmed by Whitaker, J., and 
defendant again appealed. 


E. C. Smith and W. H. Pace for plaintiff. 
J.B. Batchelor and 8. G. Ryan for defendant. 


Crank, J. By chapter 41, Laws 1879, the taxation of attorney’s 
fees in the bills of cost, which had theretofore been allowed, was 
prohibited. In The Code of 1883 no provision for taxation of counsel 
fees was made except in section 1948, which permits such allowance to 
counsel appointed by the court to represent the rights of any party in 
interest who, or whose residence, 1s unknown, in proceedings to condemn 
real estate for railroad purposes, The reference in section 1946 to 
the “costs and counsel fees allowed by the court” is to such counsel 
fees as the court was authorized by law to tax, to wit, in the case men- 
tioned in section 1948. In the present instance the counsel whose 
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(176) fees are aot to be taxed against the railroad company was not 
appointed by the court to represent the owner of an interest in 
real estate who, or whose residence, was unknown. The motion to tax 
an allowance in his behalf against the opposite party was there- 
~ fore properly denied. The question of the allowance of counsel fees 
not against the opposite party, but out of a trust fund which he is 
employed to protect, is considered and discussed in Chemical Co. v. 
Johson, 101 N. C., 223; Gay v. are 107 N. C., 269; Mordecai v. 
Devereux, 74 N, C., 673. 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Loven v. Parson, 127 N. C., 302; Knights of Honor v. Selby, 
158 N. C., 208; Durham v. Davis, 171 N. C., 307; In re Stone, 176 
INC, 343, 
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“THE PIONEER MANUFACTURING COMPANY v. THE PHCEINIX 
ASSURANCE COMPANY. 


_Insurance—Contract—W aiver—Pleading. 


1. An insurance policy, covering several distinct kinds of property, is not 
a Single contract, but the assured may maintain an action to recover 
the amount insured upon any one of the articles specified, although 
he may have alleged a total destruction of all the property in his com- 
plaint. 

2. The insured may also maintain an action for the amount insured upon 
some of the property, although the insured has demanded a reference to 
arbitration, under a stipulation in the policy as to the other insured 
items, it appearing that the insured had abandoned his claim as to 
them. 

3. If a party relies for his recovery upon a waiver of some material condi- 
tion or stipulation connected with the cause of action, he should set 
forth such waiver in his pleadings; but if in the progress of the trial it 
becomes necessary for him to establish a waiver of some incidental 
requirement on his part, not affecting the substantial merits of the 
action, he may, prove it without naw AnS pleaded it. 


(177) <Acrion, tried at April Term, 1891, of Waxz, ‘Winston, I. This 

action is founded upon a policy of insurance whereby the defend- 
ant insured the plaintiff as to certain property therein specified against 
loss by fire. The following is so much of the policy as need be reported: © 


LPhis Policy of Assurance Witnesseth, That the Pioneer Manufac- 
turing Company, having paid to the Phenix Assurance Company of 
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London the sum of $84, for insurance from loss and damage by fire (sub- 
ject to the agreements and conditions herein contained) of the property 
hereinafter described, in the place or places herein set forth and not 
elsewhere, to the amount hereinafter mentioned, not exceeding upon 
any one article the sum specified on such article, namely : 

$166.6624 on the one-story frame, tin-roof, main factory building, 
with sheds and engine-room attached. 

$1,066.6624 on fixed and movable machinery, including sawmill 
and fixtures, saw table, shafting, gearing, belting, and all tools and 1 im- 
plements sontarned in above described building. 

$533. 33% on engine and two boilers, including inspirator and con- 
nections, in engine-room attached to main building. 

-$26.66%% on water-tank and connections, about ten feet south of main 
building. 

$66.6624 on frame, tin-roof ee 20 feet north of main building. 

$133.3314, on material caaniatserared and in process of manufac- 
ture, under shed and in storehouse attached. 

$20.00 on frame, tin-roof, office building, about 20 feet from main 
building. 

$20.00 on platform seals and fixtures, therein and thereto attached. 

$66.6624 on frame, shingle-roof balan attached to. shed above de- 
scribed, and used as storage-house. | | 

on plow and machinery castings contained in said (178) 
storehouse. 

$9,100.00 1 year @ 4 per cent, $84. 

All occupied by the assured for the manufacture of are from 
hardwood, and known as the “Pioneer Manufacturing Company’s 
W orks,” situated on grounds leased by them on west side of West Street, 
near North Carolina Railroad depot, in the city of Raleigh, N. C. It 
is understood that a night watchman shall be kept on duty during the 
life of this policy. $2,100.00 total. $18,650.00 additional concurrent 
insurance. 

Now know all men a these presents, That from 2 October, 1886, 
at 12 o’clock noon, to 2 October, 1887, at 12 o’clock noon, the capital 
stock and funds of the said Phoonix Assurance Company of London 
shall be subject and liable to pay, reinstate, or make good to the said 
assured, . . . heirs, executors or administrators, such loss or dam- 
age as shall be occasioned by fire to the property above mentioned, and 
hereby insured, not exceeding in each case respectively the sum or sums 
hereinbefore severally specified and stated against each property. 


‘The facts and grounds of exception necessary to an paaeee annie 
of the opinion sufficiently appear in the latter. 
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There was a verdict and judgment for the plaintiff, and the defend- 
ant, having excepted, appealed. 


R. H. Battle and 8. F. Mordecai for plaintiff. 
J. W. Hinsdale for defendant. 


Murrimon, C. J., after stating the case: The court properly declined to , 
submit to the jury the issues of fact proposed by the defendant in 
respect to “the engine, two boilers with inspirator and connections.” 
These things had been eliminated from the complaint before the trial 
- began, for reasons that will presently be stated. They were not: in 

question, and hence all such issues were immaterial. Indeed, it would 

have been improper to submit them, because they would have 
(179) tended, more or less, to mislead and confuse the jury as to the 
inquiries they were charged to make. 

The plaintiff alleged in its complaint the total loss by fire of the 
property insured by the: policy sued upon, except an engine and two 
boilers, which were greatly damaged. Before the trial began the court 
| allowed the plaintiff to enter on the record that it abandoned so much 
of its claim and demand as had reference to and embrace “the engine, 
two boilers, inspirator and connections.” The defendant insisting 
that the cause of action was single and not divisible, excepted. This 
exception is not tenable. The policy of insurance sued upon embodies 
a single contract of insurance, but it does not insure the several articles 
and kinds of property specified and classified in it as constituting a 
single item and subject of insurance. It plainly, and of purpose, class- 
ifies and. specifies numerous items of property and the sum of money 
for which they are severally insured, the purpose being to make or- 
der, convenience, and, in part at east to enable the insured on the 
one hand to sue for and recover damages as to any of the several items, 
and, on the other hand, to the end the insurer may the more readily 
protect himself by showing that certain items were not destroyed, or were 
not wholly so, or were not injured at all. Although the plaintiff alleged 
a total loss of the property, if on the trial he could not prove such loss, 
he might prove a partial loss, that certain items specified were wholly 
lost, that others were injured and rendered valueless or partially so, 
and the defendant might show as a matter of defense that certain items 
or pieces of property were not destroyed, or only slightly damaged. The 
nature and terms of the contract of insurance in this case and the pur- 
pose of the action contemplate and intend that the plaintiff may re- 
cover, and the defendant may make defense as just indicated. The 
formal entry of abandonment of claim as to the particular things 
mentioned was really not necessary, but it did no harm or prej- 
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udice to the defendant; indeed, it served the good purpose of (180) 
putting controversy as to them out of the case; and thus out of 
the case, all issues as to them and all evidence bearing upon and in 
- respect to them were unnecessary, irrelevant, and improper. The plain- 
tiff formally ceased to claim damages under the contract on account 
of them. ete | | 
The policy of insurance, among other things, provides that “If at 
_ any time differences shall arise as to the amount of loss or damage, or 
as to any question, matter or thing arising out of this insurance, every 
such difference shall, at the written request of either party, be submitted 
at equal expense to each of the parties, to two competent and impartial 
_ persons,” etc. Differences arose as to the extent of loss and damage as to 
“the engine and two boilers, with the inspirator and connections,” and — 
the defendant demanded in writing that these differences be sub- 
mitted as above provided. The plaintiff declined to so submit the 
same. Afterwards, in this action, it was decided that the plaintiff 
could not maintain its action until such submission had been made. 
(See Manufacturing Co. v. Assurance Co., 106 N. C., 28.) The de- 
- fendant insists that although the plaintiff abandons its claim as to the 
_ things last mentioned, it cannot maintain this action, because it so 
refused to submit the difference mentioned. But the policy does not 
so provide, nor, as we have seen, is there anything in the nature and 
purpose of the contract embodied in it that prevents the plaintiff from 
maintaining his action as to so much of the cause of action alleged as is 
not embraced by the defendant’s demand that certain specified differ- 
ences be submitted to arbitration. This action was not founded solely 
upon the latter account; its compass and purpose extended to all dam- 
ages sustained by the plaintiff on account of all loss insured against 
_by the policy. If the plaintiff could not for any cause recover as to loss 
sustained on a particular account, he might nevertheless recover 
as far as the merits of the case in his favor would allow. The fail- (181) 
ure to maintain the action successfully as to damages sustained 
on a Single account, among many, did not necessarily put an end to 
it. It continued for all proper purposes.’ Nor did this Court decide 
otherwise when this case was before it by a former appeal. For the 
present purpose, it decided no more than that the action could not be 
maintained as to so much of the cause of action as was embraced by the 
defendant’s demand that certain differences be submitted to arbitration. 
We cannot conceive of any just or even plausible reason why, as to 
a second cause of action or other separate item of damage sustained, 
the action might not be made available. Indeed, it ought to be contin- 
ued. until it completes its purpose as nearly as practicable. We are not 
called upon to decide whether the plaintiff could in any case maintain 
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a second action upon the same a peliey as to items of loss not embraced 
by this action, but embraced by the policy. 
The Netendant alleged in its answer that the plaintiff had, failed 
upon demand to furnish it “with plans and specifications of the — 
building destroyed,” and “with plans and specifications of the one-story 
frame, tin-roof, main factory building with shed and engine-room,” 
and that it also failed to furnish “the duly verified certificate of some 
reliable and responsible builder as to the actual cash.value of the build- 
ing insured immediately before the fire.” The plaintiff on the trial pro- 
duced evidence tending to prove that it had furnished proof of its 
loss as required by the policy, except in the respects above mentioned, | 
and it also offered evidence tending to prove that it had furnished 
specifications of the buildings mentioned as far as it could by reasonable 
diligence do. It further produced evidence to prove that the de- 
fendant had waived the demands above mentioned. The court admitted 
evidence tending to prove such waiver, and submitted pertinent is- 
sues to the jury in that respect. The defendant objected to 
(182) this evidence and the submission of such issues because. there 
was no allegation of such or any waiver in the complaint, and 
further upon the ground that there was, as it insisted, no evidence of | 
a waiver. Where a party relies upon a waiver of something required 
to be done incident to a cause of action, particularly in respects mate- 
rial and important, he should allege the same in proper connection 
in the pleadings, and it would be safer and better to do so in all cases. 
_ But where on the trial in the action he fails to prove sufficiently his 
compliance with some requirement that does not affect the real and 
substantial merits of the matter in controversy, there is no sufficient 
reason why he may not at once suggest and prove the waiver if he 
can, and thus help out his defective proofs. If the party offering such 
proofs had been negligent the court might decline to admit the same, 
and if the opposing party should be surprised, it might in a proper 
case allow a mistrial on just terms as to cost. The court might also 
allow appropriate amendments of the pleadings. Such practice can do 
no harm, and in many cases it might promote the ends of justice. It 
is quite in harmony with the liberal spirit of the Code of Civil Pro- 
cedure made manifest in many of its provisions. In such ease it is 
not necessary that a pertinent issue be submitted to the jury, but the 
court may do so, in its discretion, with a view to convenience and the 
more distinctive and intelligent ascertainment of the fact, unless where 
in possible cases a party might suffer prejudice from it. 
The defendants’ counsel insisted earnestly on the argument that 
there was no evidence on the trial of such waiver suggested by the 
plaintiff. We have carefully examined the evidence sent to this Court, 
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and are clearly of opinion there was stich evidence, as well as evidence 
to the contrary. The jury, acting upon the whole, rendered their ver- 
dict upon the material issues favorable to the plaintiff. 

The defendant propounded to the plaintiff, as it might do (183) 
under a provision of the policy, certain questions which it failed 
to answer. I¢ is insisted that such failure is fatal to the plaintiff’s 
recovery. This contention is unfounded. The evidence and information 
intended to be elicited by these questions were not. pertinent or material 
on the trial. They related to the “engine and two boilers, including 
inspirator and connections.” As we have seen, these things were 
eliminated from the action, and all inquiry concerning them was 1m- 
material and irrelevant. 

There are numerous exceptions, several of which were properly 
abandoned on the argument. The others are disposed of by what we 
_ have said, except such as are unimportant and plainly without merit. 

No error. : 


Cited: Wooten v. Walters, post, 256; Clegg v. BR. R., 1385 N. C., 154. 


D. F. FORT er au. v. W. G. L, ALLEN ET At. 


Partition—Frauds, Statute of —Estoppel—Married Women—Deeds, 
Recital in—EHlectron. 


1. A parol partition of lands is a contract relating to lands within the pur- 
view of the statute of frauds, and therefore not binding. 


2. One who accepts a deed is bound by its terms and conditions. 


3. While a married woman will not be estopped by an oral agreement in 
respect to land, she will not be permitted to take benefit under a con- 
veyance and repudiate the recited terms upon which it was made; 
and when she has an opportunity to disclaim the deed and does not 
do so, she will be deemed to have elected to take under it. 


4, Recitals in deeds will operate as estoppels when the facts therein stated 
are of the essence of the contract, and where it is the intent of. tne 
party to place the existence of the facts beyond question. 


Exceptions to referee’s report, heard by ete J.,at October (184) 
Term, 1890, of Wake. 

The plaintiffs alleged that they had acquired the entire interest in 
the lands mentioned in the complaint except one share (being one-sixth), 
which descended to the feme defendant, N. D. Allen. | 
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They further alleged that this share was: allotted and set apart 
to said defendant (being 44 acres) by metes and bounds; that said de- 
fendant accepted the same as her share in said land and entered into 
the exclusive possession thereof, and that afterwards the said 44 acres 
were conveyed to said defendant in pursuance of said oral agreement 
that it was to be in satisfaction of her share in the said land. That 
afterwards the male defendant, W..G. L. Allen, orally agreed to pur- 
chase the 83 acres described in the complaint, it being a part of the tract 
remaining after the 44 acres were allotted to the feme defendant; that 
the purchase money has not been paid and that the said defendant is 
in the possession of said land. They offer to execute title to said de- 
fendant upon the payment of the purchase money, and pray for spe 
cific performance, or, upon failure of said defendant to pay the 
purchase money, that the land be sold. They pray for other and further 
relief, ete. | 

The defendants deny that the feme defendant agreed to take the 44 
acres of land as her part of the land, and they deny that the plaintiffs 
are the owners of the said 83 acres; ‘they also claim that the feme de- 
fendant is the owner of 5 acres of the said 83 acres,-and that before 
the commencement of this action they surrendered the posséssion of 
all of the said 88 acres except the 5 acres claimed by the feme defend- 
ant. They deny that there was any contract to purchase said land. 
They allege that all of the matters in controversy have been settled by 
arbitration and award. There was a reference under The Code, by ~ 

consent of the parties, to R. H. Battle, Esq., whose report of 
(185) the facts sufficiently sets forth the points presented for review. 

There were several exceptions to the findings of fact as to 
want of evidence to sustain certain findings and the like, but as the 
evidence was not properly presented to the court, these exceptions were 
not considered and the cause was heard in this Court only upon the 
findings of fact by the referee, and the exceptions to his conclusions 
of law, all of which findings were confirmed by his Honor. 

The findings of fact are as follows: 

1. That under the will of David Fort, Sr., who died in 1868, Nancy 
Fort became seized of a life estate in a tract of land in Wake County, 
containing 27352 acres, and including the land in controversy in this 
action, and a remainder in fee was vested in his six children—D, F. 
Fort, one of the plaintiffs; Nancy D. Allen, a defendant, and Lucy ¥. 
Fort, Geneva Fort, Sally Fort, and Mary ‘A. Davis. 

2. That on 21 November, 1877, the said Mary A. Davis and her 
husband, J. B. Davis, conveyed by deed duly executed, etc., her one- 
sixth interest in remainder in said land to D. F. Fort, making his 
interest in said remainder one-third. 
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3. That by deed dated 22 November, 1880, which was acknowledged 
before the clerk and filed for registration 10 December, 1885, D. F. 
Fort conveyed his interest in said land to his wife, Roberta Fort. 

4, That said Roberta Fort. died intestate 3 February, 1886, and her 
interest in said land—one-third, subject to the life-estate of Nancy 
Fort—descended to her infant children, the plaintiffs, other than D. FE. 
— as her heirs at law. 

. That on 4 February, 1889, Nancy Fort, the life tenant, and Lucy 
B. "Fort, Geneva Fort, and Sallie Fort, conveyed their respective in- 
 terests hy. deed duly ea to the plaintifis, Moses, Hoy, David, 
Troy, John, and Roberta Fort. | 

6. That in 1874 or 1875 the defendants took sani possession of 
44 acres from the west side of the David Fort land (the 2735 acres), 
by consent of Nancy Fort, and with an oral understanding with 
her and the other owners of the remainder that they would take (186) 
that part as the share of the feme defendant in the tract, and 
they were not accountable to said Nancy Fort for rent during her life 
time. 

7. That by deed 15 November, 1888, and registered, the said Nancy 
Fort, Lucy V. Fort, Geneva Fort, aad Sallie Fort conveyed their re- 
spective interests im said 44 acres to the defendants, the same being 
stated in said deed to be that portion of the Peas Fort land allotted 
to N. D. Allen. 

8. That said 44 acres, without accountability for rent to the life 
tenant, was fully equal in value to one-sixth of the remainder interest 
in the whole tract. 

9. That about 29 June, 1884, the defendant W. G. L. Allen agreed to 
purchase from D. F. Fort and wife 83 acres from the east side of said 

David Fort land, at the price of $8 per acre, and soon thereafter went 
' into possession thereof, and erected houses and made other improve- 
ments thereon, and also cut valuable timber therefrom. Said agree- 
ment was by parol, and never reduced to writing. 

10. That the said D. F. Fort and wife never tendered a sufficient 
deed to said W. G. L. Allen for the. said 88 acres of land. 

11. That defendant W. G. L. Allen has not paid, nor offered to pay 
anything for said 83 acres, Or any part thereof, nor has he pee any 
rent for said land. 

12. That in October or November, 1888, the plaintiff D. F. Fort and 
defendant W. G. L. Allen agreed by parol to leave their differences about 
said 83 acres of land to arbitrators, who made an award to the effect 

that 78 acres of the land was, by consent, D. F. Fort’s; that the other 
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five acres belong to Mrs. Nancy Fort, and that the improvements 
| on said land were put there by W. G. L. Allen, and the buildings 
(187) belonged to him. 

13. That the rental value of said 83 acres of land from the time 
the defendants went into possession to the last of 1888, when defendant 
-W.G. L. Allen agreed to surrender 78 acres, and the damages to the 
land by cutting timber, etc., are equal in value to or greater than the 
sum whereby said land is enhanced in value by said improvements. 

14. That the plaintiffs, other than D. F. Fort, are infants under 
21 years of age, without nee utr guardian, and D. F. Fort i is their father 
and next friend. 

15. That the rental value of the 5 acres claimed by the defendants 
for ie over 1889 was $20. 


CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 


1. That the plaintift D. F. Fort has no interest in the land in con- 
troversy, and is entitled to recover nothing in this action. — 

2. That the arbitration and award of October or November, 1888, 
was without legal effect as to the parties actually interested in the 83 
acres of land in controversy. | | 
3. That the defendants are in equity estopped from claiming any in- 

terest in the David Fort land, other than the 44 acres of which they. 
took possession and which was conveyed to them, as set forth in findings 
of fact 6 and 7 

4, That by hie action the plaintiffs have renounced any interest 
in sald 44 acres. 

5. That the plaintiffs, other than D. F. Fort, are the owners and 
entitled to the possession of the land in controversy, and every part 

thereof. 

' 6, That said infant plaintiffs a are entitled to $20 for rent for the year 
1889. 
7. That the said infant plaintiffs are entitled to judgment for the ~ 
possession of the land in controversy, for $20 damages, and 
(188) for costs. 
EXCEPTIONS 


1, For that the referee finds i in paragraph 1 that D. F. Fort has no 
interest in the land in CenOW ery, without specifying what land in 
controversy. 

2, For that he finds in paragraph 2 that the said arbitration and 
award mentioned therein was without legal effect as to the parties 
actually interested in the 83 acres of land, when he finds as a fact in 
paragraph 3 of “facts found” that said D. F. Fort conveyed by deed his 
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interest in said 88 acres to his wife, Roberta Ford, and children, with- 
out also finding that the same was necessary for their support and 
maintenance. 

8. And for that he finds in paragraph 3 that the defendants are 
estopped in equity from claiming any interest, etc., when he also finds in 
paragraph 6 of “facts found” that the defendants took possession of said 
44 acres under an oral agreement that they would take the same as the 
share of the feme defendant, etc., as appears in said paragraph 6, 
whereas a verbal agreement made by any one, and especially by a feme 
covert, about land is binding neither in law nor equity, as this agree- 
ment is found to have been made. 

4. For that the referee finds in waragrapl 5 that the plaintiffs other 
than D..F. Fort are the owners and entitled to the possession of the 
land in controversy ; whereas, as a matter of law, they are entitled to 
the possession of the 5 acres in controversy, if at all, only for the life 
time of the said Nancy Fort, the widow of the late David Fort, and 
only so, upon the payment by them of the value of the improvements 
erected since the possession by the defendants. 

5. And for that he finds in paragraph 6 that said infant plaintiffs 
are entitled to $20 rent for the year 1889; whereas, as a matter of law, 
they are entitled to recover nothing until they pay for the increased 
value of the land (the 5 acres) by reason of the improvements. 

The court overruled all of the exceptions and adjudged that (189) 
the plaintiffs had no interest in the 44 acres allowed to the 
feme defendant; that the plaintiffs are the owners of and entitled 
to the possession of the said 83 acres; that they receive the same, and 
$20 rent and damages, and that a writ oF possession issue, ete. 

The defendants appealed. . 


J. N. Holding and W. H. Pace for plaintiff. 
S. G. Ryan for defendant. 


Sumer, J. We are unable to perceive any merit in the first two 
exceptions. It has been decided that a husband may convey directly 
to his wife (Walker v. Long, 109 N. C., 510), and it is clearly unnec- 
essary to the validity of the conveyance that it should be.made in 
consideration of her support and maintenance. This being so, it must. 
follow that D. F. Fort, having conveyed his interest in the land in 
controversy, had no authority to bind his grantee by a submission to 
arbitration; and even had he possessed such authority, an oral agree- 
ment to arbitrate could not be enforced as to real property. | 

The third exception presents the main point to be determined, and _ 
this is whether the share of N. D. Allen, the feme defendant, as tenant 
_ in common in the said land, has been allotted to her. If she is estopped 
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from claiming more than 44 acres of which she has been in the exclu- 
Slve possession since 1875, then the plaintiffs, having acquired the in- © 
terest of the other tenants in common and the life estate of the widow, 
are the owners of the remaining part of the land, and as the 83 acres— 
the subject of this action—is a part thereof, it must also follow that 
they are the owners of the same. There was no partition by judical 
proceedings, but it is found by the referee that, in 1874 or 1875, the 
said defendant and her husband took exclusive possession of the 
(190) said 44 acres under an oral agreement that it should be. the full 
share of the feme defendant. | 

It is also found by the referee that the haa 44 acres, without 
accountability for rent to the life tenant, Nancy, was fully equal in 
value to one-sixth of the remainder interest m the whole tract.” 

It is well settled that a parol partition of lands is a contract within 
the purview of the statute of frauds, and is not binding. Medlin v. 
Steele, 75 N. C., 154. If, then, nothing further appeared than the 
oral agreement, and the possession under the same, it would be clear 
that the feme defendant would not be estopped, and that she could still 
assert her claim as tenant in common with the plaintiffs. 

It is found, however, that afterwards, in 1888, the said defendant 
accepted a deed for the 44 acres from all of the parties in interest, 
except the plaintiffs, who are infants; and it is further found that the 
deed declared that the said 44 acres was “that portion of the David 
Fort and alloted to N. D. Allen,’ the feme defendant. The use of 
the word “allotted” in itself implies a full partition of the land. To 
allot means “to set apart a thing to a person as his share, as to allot 
a fund or land.” Anderson Law Dict., 51. 

So, apart from the express agreement found by the referee and the 
fact that the land is fully equal to her share, we have the feme defend- 
ant occupying the land under a deed which, in effect, declares that the 
land conveyed therein is her share of the whole tract. The plaintiffs 
by this suit affirm the said conveyance, and the said defendant, being 
still in the exclusive possession of the 44 acres, intends, for aught that 
appears, to hold the same under the above mentioned deed, and at the 
same time insist that she is entitled to five specific additional acres 
out of the remaining part. If she could claim against the implied 
terms of the deed, we are unable to understand how she would be 
‘entitled to any specific part of the land, as she would then be a tenant 

in common in the entire tract. As we have seen, the oral 
(191) agreement would not work an estoppel, and especially as 
against a feme covert; but a feme covert has no more right 
than any other person to claim the exclusive possession of land under 
a conveyance, and at the same time repudiate the recited terms upon 
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which it is made. It is well established that a grantee who accepts 
a deed poll is bound by its terms or qualifications. Maynard v. 
‘Moore, 76 N. ©., 158; Long v. Swindell, 77 N. C., 176. The prin- 
ciple is well stated in Hutchinson v. &.-K., 87 Wis, 602, in which it 
is said that “It would be strange if the defendant could accept the 
grant freed from the provisions qualifying the grant; take the entire 
estate without the limitations of the estate; claim under the contract 
without being bound by its terms,” 

Now, it is true that it is not every recital that binds; but without 
entering into a discussion of the doctrine of recitals, abounding as it 
does in many refinements and nice distinctions, it is sufficient to say, 
for our present purpose, that where it is the intent of the parties to 
place the existence of a fact beyond question or to make it the basis of 
the contract, the recital will be effectual, and neither party will be 
permitted to deny it. 2 Herman on Estoppel, sec. 636. This view 1s 
sustained by Henderson, C. J., (Brinegar v. Chaffin, 14 N. C., 108) 
who says that “Recitals in a deed are:estoppels when they a the 
essence of the contract; that is where unless the facts recited exist, the 
contract, itis presumed, would not have been made.” It 1s manifest 
that when the deed to the feme defendant was executed, the parties 
intended that it should be an allotment to the grantee of her share in 
the lands of D. F. Fort, their ancestor. It was the basis of the con- 
tract, and without such an undertaking it is fair to assume that the 
conveyance would not have been made. Such, we think, is the neces-_ 
sary inference to be drawn from the recital in the said deed. If 
this be true, it would form a material part of the contract, and (192) 
while the grantee, being a feme covert, would not be bound by 
the deed and could repudiate the entire transaction, yet it would offend | 
every principle of equity and good morals to permit her to enjoy its 
benefits and at the same time deny its terms or qualifications. 

The effect of the partition of covenants by deed is to work an estop- 
pel as to the extent of the lands thus set apart and allotted in severalty 
(Harrison v. Ray, 108 N. C., 215), and it must be. attended with the 
same result in the present case. It was the right and privilege of the 
feme defendant to relieve herself of the estoppel by disclaiming to 
hold the land in severalty under the said conveyance and offering to 
throw the same into the “hotchpot” in order that there might be 
another partition. She had ample opportunity to do so in this action, 
but no such disposition is manifested on her part, and we are therefore 
of the opinion that as she was elected to hold under the deed, she must 
be bound by the estoppel growing out of its recitals. : 

We place our decision upon the principle of Burns v. McGregor, 90 
N. C., 222; Walker v. Brooks, 99 N. C., 207; Hanton v. Ferebee, 107 
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—N. C., 154, and other similar decisions. See Womack’s Digest, 1296. 
The cases of Towles v. Fisher, 77 N. C., 487; Weir v. Page, 109 N. C.,. 
220, and Farthing v. Shrelds, 106 N. C., 289, cited by counsel, are, 
under the views we have taken, inapplicable to the facts before us. 

We regret that, by reason of the neglect of the defendants to present 
the testimony in a proper manner, the court is precluded’from passing 
upon the exceptions addressed to the. findings of fact. We have, there- 
fore, been confined to the report of the referee, and upon his findings 
we must conclude that the feme defendant is estopped from claiming 
any other part of the land than that which she holds under the convey- 
ance above mentioned. It must, therefore, follow that the plaintiffs 

are the owners of the remaining land of which the 83 acres, 
(193) the subject of this action, is a part. This is also true as to the 

5 acres claimed by the defendants, 1t being included in the said 
_ 83 acres. | | 

As to the improvements, the referee finds that the rental value of the 
land and the damage by the cutting of timber, etc., during the posses- 
sion of the defendants, are equal or exceed in amount “the sum 
whereby said land is enhanced in value by said improvements.” Upon 
this finding it is clear that his refusal to allow anything for the 
improvements should be sustained. 

Upon a careful consideration of the case, as presented for review, we 
are of the opinion that the exceptions of the defendants must be over- 
ruled, and the judgment should be 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Raby v. Reaves, 112 N. C., 691; Chard v. Warren, 122 N. C., 
86; McLamb v. McPhail, 126 N. C., 221; Drake v. Howell, 183 N. C., 
166; Carter v. White, 184 N. ©., 480; Pinchback v. Mining Co., 187 
N. C., 180; Lumber Co. v. Hudson, 153 N. C., 100; Leach v. Lumber 
Co., 159 N. C., 585; Herring v. Lumber Co., 1638 N. C., 485; Cutler 
v. Cutler, 169 N. C., 484; Hill v. Hill, 176 N. C., 197. 


ALPHONSO DIBBRELL er at. v. THE GEORGIA HOME INSURANCE 
COMPANY. 


insurance—Kor feiture—W aiver—Contract—Statute of Limitations— 
Agency—E stoppel. 
1. A stipulation in an insurance policy that a failure to bring suit within 


a time therein prescribed after loss should constitute a forfeiture, is 
a contract, and not a statute of limitations, and may be waived, or the © 
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party for whose benefit it was provided may be estopped by his conduct. 
from insisting upon its enforcement. | 


2. The stipulation usually inserted in policies of insurance that no agent of 

_the insurer is authorized to change the terms of the contract, and that 

such terms shall not be waived except in writing endorsed on the policy, 
does not extend to conditions to be performed after a loss is incurred. 


3. The authority. conferred by an insurance company upon its agent in 
adjusting a loss to require or dispense with the production of papers, 
under a stipulation to that effect in the policy, necessarily involves the 
authority to waive compliance with another stipulation reratrsng suits 
to be brought within a specified time. 


4, And where such agent did, from time to time, make successive demands 
for books and papers, the production of which necessarily consumed the 
time within which suit was required to be brought by a stipulation in 
its policy, the said stipulation was waived, and the insurer was estopped 
from insisting on its enforcement. | 


MErRRIMON, C. J., dissenting. 


Apprar at May Term, 1891, of Vancn, from Whitaker, J. 

The defendant rested its defense solely upon the stipulation con- 
tained in the policy that no suit brought for the recovery of any loss 
and founded upon the policy should be sustainable in any court unless 
instituted “within twelve calendar months next after the loss shall have 
accrued.” 

The policy contained, also, another stipulation: which is as follows: 

“Tf required, the assured shall produce books of account, and other 
papers and vouchers, and exhibit the same for examination either at. 
the office of the company or such other place as may be named by its 
agent, and permit extracts and copies thereof to be made, and shall also 
furnish the original or properly certified duplicate invoices of all 
property hereby insured, whether damaged or not damaged.” 

It is admitted that the plaintiffs paid all the premiums that were 
due up to the time when the building, together with “the stock of leaf 
tobacco (their own or on commission, or held in trust for others), con- 
tained in the four-story brick building” insured by the policy, were 
destroyed by fire on 31 July, 1888. It is also now agreed that the 
plaintiffs are entitled to recover, as the value of the tobacco burned, 
$1,000, if their. right of recovery has not been forfeited under 
the eenaitions of the policy. . 2 (195) 


ISSUES 


1. Did the plaintiffs make proper proof of the loss in accordance with 
the terms of the policy? Ans.: Yes. 
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2. Was plaintiffs’ action commenced within the time lhmited in ie 
policy? Ans.: No. 

3. Has the defendant duly waived the limitation clause of the policy ? 
Ans.: Yes. | 

4, Is plaintiffs’ action barred by their failure to commence their 
action within the perlod specified in the insurance policy? Ans.: No. 

5. Was the failure to. commence action by plaintiffs against defend- 
ant within the time specified caused by the inducements, actions, or 
promises of defendant? Ans.: Yes. 

Thereupon, judgment was entered for plaintiffs, and defendant 
appealed. | | 


A. C. Zollicoffer for plainttffs. 

J. W. Hinsdale for defendants. 

(202) Avery, J., after stating the case: In his first interview with 

the plaintiffs, soon after the fire, which occurred 31 July, 1888, 
the adjuster of the defendant told them that their “books were not 
straight, but he would give them time to straighten them, and would . 
(then) adjust the loss.” Inside of the sixty days limit fixed in the 
policy the plaintiffs forwarded proofs of loss, which seem now to have 
been sufficient, as no further objection is urged to them. After wait- 
ing for an acknowledgment of the receipt of proof of loss, or for some 
further statement of the objection to their books, until May, 1889, the 
plaintiffs seem to have determined upon aggressive action for the 
recovery of their demand against defendant. Meantime Spencer, the 
‘adjuster, says that he made no objection to the proof of loss because 
it was not incumbent on him to do so. ' 

So soon as the plaintiffs began to move, first, by insisting upon know- 
ing the adjuster’s objection to a settlement, and then, on 10 May, 1889, 
by demanding, through their attorneys, of the president of the com- 
pany the immediate payment of $1,000, with interest from 1 October, 
1888, the adjuster seemed to feel it incumbent on him to meet them 
with counter demands for duplicate bills of all of the tobacco received 
at the warehouse in January, 1887. When the plaintiffs had sent for 
these bills and met Spencer again, they were informed that he insisted, 
according to the stipulations in the policy, that he should have for 
_ examination duplicate: bills of all tobacco received at the warehouse 

from 1 January, 1887, till 31 July, 1888. As the policy covered 
tobacco in the warehouse that was owned absolutely by plaintiffs, as 
well as that consigned to them to sell on commission, he contended that 
he had the right to compare the books and the duplicate bills. When 
told by the plaintiffs on 1 June, 1889 (eleven months after the loss was 
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sustained), that it would then take them six months to comply with 
his new demand for duplicate bills for eighteen months instead of for 
the months of January, 1887, only Spencer replied that plain- 
tiffs must do the best they ould and inform him when they (203) 
should get the bills, and he would adjust the loss. The plaintiffs, 
taking him at his word, began to get up duplicate bills; but, according 
to the uncontradicted testimony of R. L. Dibbrell, found it impossible to 
finish the work before 1 January, 1890. When they did inform the 
adjuster of their readiness to comply with his demands, they could not 
induce him to answer even a registered letter communicating the fact. 
He then claimed that while the plaintiffs were engaged in the vain 
effort to comply with a demand performed in accordance with one stipu- 
lation of the policy, they had forfeited their right of action under 
another stipulation, which restricted them in its exercise to twelve 
calendar months after the loss occurred. The adjuster had felt it 
incumbent on himself to warn them of the Scylla of defective proofs, 
but had carefully refrained from suggesting that, in avoiding that, 
they would be stranded on the Charybdis of delay in initiating sutt. 
If they had brought their action when their counsel proposed to issue 
summons on 12 May, 1889, the defendant would have resisted their 
recovery, upon the ground ‘that they had failed when “required” to 
“furnish original or ne certified invoices of all property insured.” 
The original bills of tobacco bought by them or sent by customers for 
sale were destroyed, and duplicates could not be gotten in less than SIX | 
months. 

The enforcement of both conditions of the policy at the same time 
was not possible, and the question, therefore, naturally arises whether, by 
demanding compliance with the one stipulation, the agent of the com- 
pany did not waive the right to insist upon the performance of any 
other, the enforcement of which was inconsistent with his own demand. 
It seems to us that if the adjuster had a right to insist upon the pro- 
duction of the vouchers, or to waive such proof as he deemed best for 
the company, such power necessarily involved the authority also to 
waive the requirement that the action should be brought before 
such papers could be obtained. Wherever a company empowers (204) 
an agent specially to do, or the scope of his agency permits him 
to do, any act inconsistent with the idea that the company will insist 
upon a forfeiture under a given condition in the policy, then such act 
when done by him must be construed as a waiver of the right to demand 
its enforcement. 2 May Ins., secs. 505 and 497. This se aatile has 
been distinctly recognized by ‘this and other courts of the country so 
often that it ought not to be deemed necessary to cite authority in sup- 
port of it. In “Grubbs v. Insurance os 108 N. C., 477, this a 
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held that where an adjuster required the insured to furnish invoices 
of goods destroyed, proofs of loss, or plans and specifications of build-. 
ings burned, or to appear for examination, such act amounted to a 
waiver of the right to insist upon a forfeiture for failure to comply 
with a condition of the policy relieving the company from the contract 
in case of subsequent insurance of the same property without the written. 
consent.of the company endorsed on the policy. This view is sus- 
tained by the decisions of other courts, some of which have ema- 
nated from the most eminent jurists of the country. Insurance Co. v. 
Kittle, 89 Mich., 52; Titus v. Insurance Co., 81 N. Y., 410; Connor »v. 
Insurance Co., 58 Wis., 585; Webster v. Insurance Co., 26 Wis., 57 
In. Grubbs’ case the adjuster made the demand, as in this case, for 
duplicate invoices in place of those destroyed by the fire, and the 
ruling of the court rested on the very substantial reason that if the 
adjuster, acting in the scope of his authority, insisted that the insured 
should incur the expense of collecting these invoices, such a demand was 
inconsistent with the idea that the policy was forfeited. A persistent 
demand for proofs, with full notice that they could not be gotten till 
six months after the expiration of the limit of twelve calendar months 
(and then by incurring expense and performing much labor), was an | 
act in the scope of the adjuster’s authority, but utterly incon- 
(205) sistent with the present contention of the company that the 
right of action was forfeited by failure to issue a summons 
before 31 July, 1889. Speaking through its adjuster, the corporation 
said, in effect, at the end of eleven months after the fire, “If you sue 
now, the company will resist recovery on the ground that you have 
failed to furnish duplicate invoices on the demand of its authorized 
agent, in accordance with the conditions of the policy.” Ind. Insur- 
ance Co. v. Capehart, 108 Ind., 270. When by this shrewd device the 
insured, who has paid the paemiaaie and complied with his contract, is 
induced to engage in the laborious and expensive work of collecting 
duplicate invoices of tobacco received for eighteen months before the 
fire, and to allow twelve calendar months to elapse while so occupied, 
without instituting suit, the adjuster having played his part, is relegated 
to the background, and the company, by its counsel, comes into court 
and says: “It is true, the adjuster had the right to insist upon further 
proofs of loss under ‘the condition of the policy, but, in fact, sufficient. 
proof had already been furnished him by the insured, though ' it was 
not incumbent on him to admit it, and he had a right to insist, as he 
did, upon the insufficiency of the proof sent on 25 September, 1888 ; 
but the adjuster was only a special agent as to the stipulation limiting 
the time ‘bringing the action.” By the terms of the policy the insured 
was bound to furnish proofs of loss within sixty days after the fire 
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occurred, and it was not on argument, and we suppose will not now be, 
denied that the adjuster or other agent of a company entrusted with 
the duty of receiving and passing upon the statement of the loss, has, 
by implication arising out of the authority given him, the power to 
extend the time for furnishing the proofs. Insurance Co. v. Schollen- 
burger, 44 Penn. St., 259. | | 

So it is well settled that if, instead of extending the time for filing 
proofs of loss, the adjuster, who is charged with the duty of examining 
them, informs the assured before the expiration of the sixty 
days that he denies the justice of his claim and will not pay it, (206) 
such conduct, by implication, renders it unnecessary to make out 
a statement of loss, and is held to be a waiver of the requirement to— 
furnish it, as well as of the condition that suit shall not be brought 
within that time. Insurance Co. v. Jacobs, 66 Texas, 366; 2 May, 
sec. 504. As a general rule, if the insurer, through the conduct of any 
agent acting within the scope of his authority, lead the insured into an 
infraction of one of the conditions of a policy by insisting upon the 
performance of a duty enjoined by another clause of the policy, and 
inconsistent with the observance of such condition, the insurer will be 
estopped from insisting upon a forfeiture. 2 May, p. 1144 and notes 
2 and 3, secs. 497, 499. And it has been expressly held that “Statements 
by a local insurance agent that the plaintiff’s loss was all right,” and 
that the company would pay the amount, constitutes a waiver by the 
company of the clause in the policy requiring formal proof of loss, and 
also “the one barring suits not brought within one year.” Ide v. Insur- 
ance Co., 2 Burr., 285; 2 May, sec. 504. The authorities cited, and 
many others, recognize the power of even a local agent, while acting 
within the scope of his authority, to waive the forfeiture prescribed 
for the infraction of a given condition in a policy by leading him into 
the reasonable belief that it will not be insisted on, and they also lay 
down the principle that the company is estopped in such cases from. 
taking advantage of the breach of the condition, because it would be 
fraudulent to de so. In Muse v. Assurance Co., 108 N. C., 242, it is 
declared that such stipulations, operating as forfeitures, are construed 
strictly, and comparatively slight evidences of waiver have been held 
sufficient to prevent their enforcement. Ripey v. Insurance Co., 29 

Barb., 552; Ames v. Insurance Co., 14 N. Y., 253. © 
Counsel for defendant seem to have overlooked the fact that (207) 
the plaintiffs are not insisting that the defendant company, by 
the conduct or the words not reduced to writing of its authorized agents, 

could extend the operation of a statute of limitations, but that it could 
by language uttered and acts done by such agents, while in the line of 
duty, waive the exaction of a forfeiture, which is not favored by the 
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court. Says Judge Christiancy, in Insurance Co. v. Hall, 8 Cooley 
(Mich.), 211, in referring to a stipulation similar to that under con- 
sideration: “If valid at all, it was valid as a contract, not as a-statute. 
_ A limitation fixed by statute is arbitrary and peremptory, admitting of 
no excuse for delay, beyond the period fixed, unless such excuse be recog- 
nized by the statute itself. But a limitation by contract (if valid) 
must, upon the principle governing contracts, be more flexible in its 
nature, and liable to be defeated or extended by any act of the defend- 
ant which has prevented the plaintiff from bringing his action within 
the prescribed period.” In that case it was held that the condition 
was waived by furnishing no opportunity to plaintiff to serve process 
just before the expiration of the twelve months. A case directly in 
point is Ames v. Insurance Co., supra, wherein, discussing the waiver 
of a similar condition that suit must be brought within six months, the | 
court said: “The defendants had it in their power, by objecting to the 
proofs of loss and neglecting or refusing to file them, to extend the time 
in which they were required to pay beyond the period of six months 
after the occurrence of the loss, and in such case clearly it could not be 
pretended that the insured had stipulated away his right of action, but 
the defendants would be deemed to have waived the twelfth condition. 
In this case the proofs of loss were delivered to the defendant some nine 
days after the fire. They were retained without objection ezghty-five 
days, or within five days of the time when the loss was due and payable 

by the ninth condition. It was then first suggested by the secre- 
(208) tary that the proofs were incomplete in not setting forth, as 

required, whether or not the insured property was Saban hers, 
Seven days thereafter, and on 14 October, the plaintiff transmitted an 
affidavit to the company supplying the alleged defect. No further 
objection was heard from the defendants, but they had secured all that 
was probably desired—an extension of time for ninety days from 14 
October, and put it out of the power of the plaintiff to successfully 
maintain an action commenced within six months after the loss oc- 
curred. He was told, in effect, that the defendant would insist on the 
terms of the ninth condition (which provided that suit could not be 
brought for ninety days after filing proof of loss) as to the time when 
the loss was due and payable, and that, if he commenced an action to 
avoid the bar prescribed by the twelfth condition, they should interpose 
the defense that by the contract the insurance money was not yet due 
and payable. It cannot be doubted that the defendants intended to 
and did waive the limitation stipulated by the twelfth condition.” This 
opinion is cited with approval by leading text-writers and many of the 
courts. Says May (vol. 2, sec. 505), “Thus the insured is estopped 
to object to a failure to bring suit within the time limited by an offer 


(144 


N.C.) FEBRUARY TERM, 1892. 


a OO 
DIBBRELL v. INSURANCI Co. 


to pay the loss afterwards or when such failure 1s induced by the con- 
duct of the insurer”—citing Ames’ case to sustain the position. 

In Muse v. Assurance Co., supra, this Court, following the current 
of authority, held that the stipulation that there should be a forfeiture 
unless suit should be brought within twelve months after the loss 
- operated as a contract which might be waived, and not as a statute of 
limitations. Indeed, in that case it was declared that plaintiff might 
have submitted to judgment of nonsuit and brought a new action within 
a year after such Judgment, though after the expiration of twelve 
months from the fire, if the limit had been imposed by a statute instead 
of by contract. When the rights of Muse were declared lost 
because the principles applicable to the statute of limitations did (209) 
not apply to a contract, we are at a loss to understand how 
counsel can contend that in the case under consideration the plain- 
tiffs have lost their right of action, because the bar of the statute of 
limitations cannot be extended except by an agreement in writing and 
upon consideration, or at any rate a direct promise not to plead it. 
Neither Joyner v. Massey, 97 N. C., 148, nor any of the class of cases to 
which it belongs apply to that at bar. We might concede the law in its 
application to statutes of limitation to be just what counsel insisted 
that it was, and still the plaintiffs would be protected by the well- 
established principle that contracts providing for forfeitures are more 
“flexible” than statutes of limitation, and may be waived by very slight 
circumstances. Muse v. Assurance Co., supra; Insurance Co. v. Hall, 
supra; Ames’ case, supra; 2 May, sec. 505. The usual stipulation in 
a policy that no agent of the company is authorized to change its terms 
or conditions, and that they shall not be waived except in writing 
-endorsed on the poliey, does not apply to conditions to be performed 
after the loss is incurred, nor invariably even to the warranties of the 
contract 1f any fraud be practiced. Carson v. Insurance Co., 43 N. J., 
300; Whatted v. Insurance Co., 76 N. Y., 421; Insurance Co. v. Cape- 
hart, 108 Ind., 270; Fishbeck v. Insurance Co., 54 Cal., 422; Day »v. 
Insurance Co., 81 Me., 244; Insurance Co. v. Weiss, 106 Pa. St., 20; 
Hornthal v. Insurance Co., 88 N. C., 71; Depree v. Insurance Co., 92 
N. C., 422; abed., 938 N. C., 240; Grubbs v. Insurance Co., supra; Fol- 
lette v. Insurance Co., 107 N. C., 240; Lamberton v. Insurance Co., 
39 N. W., 76. Where, as in our case, the insured is led by the conduct 
of an agent of the company, acting within the scope of his authority, 
to believe that the stipulation will not be insisted on, or such agent 
insists upon another stipulation inconsistent with its enforcement, the 
condition is deemed waived without the endorsement on the . 
policy. 7 (210) 
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The plaintiffs’ counsel, on 10 May, 1889, demanded a settlement 
of the president, and the secretary replied, referring them to the 
adjuster, who had “the matter in hand” and would treat with them, 
thus waiving directly their right to arrange the matters in controversy, 
if such authority would otherwise have been exclusively in them, and 
holding the adjuster out to the plaintiffs as armed with full power to | 
represent the company and treat with the plaintiffs or their attorneys 
in their stead (see letter of the secretary) as fully as they or either of 
them could do. The facts in our case, therefore, present a peculiar 
aspect, in that’ the adjuster is expressly clothed with plenary power in 
the conduct of the settlement, as far as the president and the secretary 
of the-company could confer such authority. Considering Spencer 
then, as the representative of the president, and so held out by his | 
letter, he had authority, either directly or by implication, as a general 
agent of the company, in the language of Chief Justice Smith, in Horn- 
thal v. Insurance Co., supra, “to waive. a forfeiture and dispense with 
what would otherwise cause 1t.” 

We are aware that it is possible to find authority in support of a 
different view of this case from that taken by us, but we prefer, as 
between conflicting opinions, to follow that, line of authorities that does 
not leave an ignorant individual who has made an honest effort to 
perform his contract at the mercy of shrewd agents of corporations 
because of stipulations with which he has been bound hand and foot. 
We have no sympathy with any construction of contracts which would 
_ leave the courts powerless in the presence of an acknowledged fraud, 
though it be perpetrated by hedging one about with restrictive conditions 
and forfeitures, so that, pursue what course he will, he runs counter to 
a stipulation which, if strictly enforced, is fatal to his recovery of the 
money justly due to him in pacer oa of the fact that he has paid 
his premiums and comes before the court with clean hands. Under such 

circumstances technical defenses should be disregarded upon 
(211) slight evidence of a waiver of rights under them, in order to 
~ do substantial justice. « 

We think, for the reasons given, that there was no error in the 
charge of the court below of which the defendant had just cause of 
complaint. His Honor put upon the plaintiffs the burden of showing 
that the adjuster made the promise to pay for the purpose of inducing 
delay, and then taking advantage of it under the limitation stipulation, 
though we consider the demand of the adjuster. for the performance of 
any condition that he had a right to insist on and which was incon- 
sistent with the bringing of the action within the limited time a waiver 
of that stipulation. Ames v. Insurance Co., supra. Tt seems to us, 
also, that the judge might have told the jury that if the stipulation was 
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waived by the conduct and language of the adjuster, then the plaintiffs 
were left free from any restriction as to the time of bringing suit except 
such as was imposed by the statute of limitations. The waiver, which 
the jury found was made by the adjuster, grew out of his insisting _ 
upon proofs which it required an indefinite time to procure and furnish, 
and it must be construed to have been absolute and unconditional, 
not an extension of its operation while the proofs were being produced. 
If the right to demand the forfeiture was waived at all, it was by 
such conduct on the part of the adjuster as made it inequitable for the 
company to insist upon the stipulation, or, in other words, it was 
because the defendant was estopped by its conduct from enforcing that 
clause of the contract then or afterwards. 2 May, sec. 505, and other 
authorities cited supra. If the defendant was estopped from enforcing 
. the forfeiture by matter in pats, such as the conduct of its agent, incon- 
sistent with the right to demand a compliance with it, it is difficult to 
understand how the estoppel could operate to defer the enforcement 
instead of destroying the right to insist upon it entirely. | 


Merrtmon, C. J., dissenting: The policy sued upon in this (212) 
action contains this clause of agreement: “It 1s expressly cov- 
enanted by the parties hereto that no suit or action against this com- 
pany for recovery of any claim by virtue of this policy shall be sus- 
tainable in any court of law or chancery unless commenced within 
twelve months next after the loss shall have occurred; and should any 
suit or action be commenced against this company, after the expira- 
tion of the aforesaid twelve months, the lapse of time shall be taken 
and admitted as conclusive evidence against the validity of such claim, 
any statute of limitation to the contrary notwithstanding.” The court 
has held that such agreement is valid and binding on the parties to it. 
Muse v. Assurance Co., 108 N. C., 240; Manufacturing Co. v. Assur- 
ance Co., 106 N. C., 28. The alleged loss of the plaintiff occurred on 
31 July, 1888, and more than twelve months next thereafter, to wit, 
on 4 June, 1890, this action began. Hence, by the express agreement 
above set forth of the parties, the alleged cause of action 1s without any 
force or validity, and not actionable. 

The plaintiffs allege, however, that their delay in bringing their 
action was induced by the defendant. “And they further say that 
defendant ought not to be allowed to set up said Imitation or for- 
feiture as a defense to this action, since the delay in bringing this 
action was caused by the actions and promises of the defendant, which 
induced plaintiffs to believe that the said limitation would not be 
pleaded or relied on.” | 
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But the policy contains this further clause of agreement: “And it 
is further expressly covenanted by the parties hereto that no officer, 
agent, or representative of this company shall be held to have waived 
any of the terms and conditions of this. policy unless such waiver shall 
be endorsed hereon in writing.” This agreement does not contravene 
any principle or policy of the law. It is reasonable, and there is no 
legal reason why it is not valid. The parties might make it, as they 

did, a material part of the contract of insurance. It is not 
(213) pretended that the defendant or its agent watved the agreement 

that the plaintiff in case of loss should bring his action within 
twleve months next after it accrued by writing or endorsement on the 
policy, or in writing at all. The plaintifis knew of this agreement; it 
is presumed, and must be taken, that they had knowledge of it; it 1s 
not contended that they did not. It was, therefore, their laches if 
they allowed more than twelve months to elapse after their loss before 
they brought their action without having a waiver as to the lapse of 
time endorsed on the policy. In the face of the express stipulation 
above recited, and the absence of an endorsement of such waiver on the 
policy, and in the absence of all agreement of such waiver, I cannot 
see any just or valid reason, legal or other, why the agreement of the 
parties shall not be enforced according to its plain terms and purpose. 

It is not alleged that the defendant or its agent fraudulently induced 
the plaintiffs to delay the bringing of their action, but simply that 
they were induced to do so by the defendant’s “actions and promises.” 
It appears that the plaintiffs furnished their proof of loss. ‘The 
defendant’s agent (the adjuster) insisted that they should furnish 
certain other evidence of the extent of their loss. But the plaintiffs 
did not ask the agent of the defendant to waive the lapse of time 
in writing on the policy or otherwise, as they might have done; they 
said nothing on that subject, nor did the defendant or its agent intimate 
that he had any authority to do so, nor did he promise to do so.: There 
was no evidence sufficient to go to the jury to prove such a waiver by 
act or promise in writing or otherwise. The evidence relied upon, 
fairly interpreted, gives rise to no more than conjecture of the merest 
inference, that ought not to be allowed to prevail to destroy a plain 
and express stipulation. If evidence of the waiver, other than a 
waiver in writing endorsed on the policy, could be competent at all, it 

should have been clear and distinct, not such as gave rise to mere 
(214) inference or possible implication. Moreover, it was in evi- 

dence, without contradiction, that the adjuster had “no author- 
ity to waive any stipulation of the policy.” 

This case is very different from Joyner v. Massey, 97 N. C., 148, 
and other like cases cited for the plaintiffs. In these cases the defend- 
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ants expressly asked and induced the plaintifis not to sue, and promised 
directly that they would not plead the statute of limitations The court 
properly held that 1t would be unconscionable and a fraud upon the 
plaintiffs to allow the defendants to avail themselves of that.plea. But 
here the defendant did not request the plaintiffs not to sue, nor did it 
promise not to avail itself of the express agreement under considera- 
tion. In view of this agreement the waiver should have been clear and 
distinct, not left to mere inference. 

The court instructed the jury that if the defendant’s agent on 1 June, 
1889, required the plaintiffs to produce certain duplicate warehouse 
bills, the plaintiffs would be entitled to a reasonable time within which 
to procure and produce the same, and left it to them to determine what 
was such reasonable time. The view I have taken above renders it 
unnecessary for me to point out the error in this instruction. I deem 
it worth while, however, to say that what is reasonable time is not a 
question of fact for the jury to determine, but is a question of law to 
be determined by the court when the fists are found or admitted; and 
when the facts do not appear the court should submit the Seine to 
the jury, instructing them that there would or would not be reasonable 
time accordingly as they might find the facts in view of varying © 
aspects of the evidence. See Hmry v. Rk. &., 109 N. C., 589, and cases 
there cited. In my Judgment, there is error, and there ought to be a 
new trial. 

Per Curvam. 3 No error. 


Cited: Bergeron v. Ins. Co., 111 N. C., 52; Horton v. Ins. Co., 129 
N. C., 504; Pretzfelder v. Ins. Co., 123 N. C., 166; Strause v. Ins. Co., 
128 N. C., 66; Gerringer v. Ins. Co., 1838 N. C., 414, 417; Parker v. 
Ins. Co., 148 N. C., 344; Modlin v. Ins. Co., 151 N. C., 45; Trull v. 
R. R&., 1b., 550; Higson v. Ins. Co., 152 N. C., 210; Healtg v. Ins. Co., 
1b., 360; Millinery Co. v. Ins. Co., 160 N. C., 187; Lumber Co. v. John- 
son, 177 N. C., 51; Hardy v. Ins. Co., 180 N. C., 184. 


(215) 


W. H. HARRELL v. THE ALBEMARLE AND RALEIGH RAILROAD 
COMPANY. | 


Railroads—N egligence—Evidence. 


1. Where ¢ a railroad company permitted one of its cars to remain for several 
days on a side- track, in a public street, in such a position that it pro- 
jected two feet on a bridge at a public crossing, and was calculated to 
and did frighten plaintiff’s horse, whereby plaintiff received injuries, 
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the company was guilty of negligence, although its other side-tracks 
may have been occupied fully with other cars necessary for the prosecu- 
tion of its business. 

2. Evidence that another horse had become frightened at the same car, on 
a previous occasion, was competent to show that it was calculated to 
frighten horses, and negligence in permitting it to remain at that place. 


Action for damages, tried at March Term, 1891, of Marrin; 
Whitaker, J. | 
The plaintiff alleged that he was “a practicing physician, and while 
going from the town of Williamston into the country to attend to his 
patients, with his horse and buggy, he found it necessary to cross the 
track of said railroad on a bridge, at a point on the public street in the 
town of Williamston, which had heretofore been constructed by the 
defendant company, at a regular and usual crossing for persons going 
into the country in the direction the plaintiff was going on a bridge. 
“That near or upon said bridge, in the public street of said town, 
- upon the said day and several days theretofore, the said defendant had 
by their gross negligence, through its employees and agents, placed one 
or more of its cars partly over said bridge or near thereto in said 
public street of said town, partly obstructing said crossing and street, 
which was calculated to frighten horses passing; and that the plaintiff, 
while attempting with the utmost care to drive over said bridge, a bridge 
which the plaintiff had crossed many times before, his horse 
(216) became frightened at said car or cars and became unmanage-_ 
able and ran away, throwing the plaintiff from his buggy, inflict- 
ing serious and permanent injury, breaking his buggy, medicine box, 
and injuring his horse, to the plaintiff’s. damage,” etc. 

The defendant answering, among other things specifically dented 
that it was necessary for the plaintiff to cross the defendant’s roadbed 
at the point mentioned, as there were other roads leading from the town 
and in the direction the plaintiff was going, and further alleged “that 
the use it was making of its track, by the placing of a car thereupon, 
in or near the public highway, at the time of the plaintifi’s mishap, 
was a reasonable one.” 

Further, that it is not guilty of savcinsennes: negligence, or improper 
conduct, as in the complaint alleged; and says that the injury therein 
described, if any was, was caused by the fault and negligence of the — 
plaintiff himself. Wherefore, defendant asks that it go without day 

and recover costs. 

On the issues submitted by consent, the jury found the following 
state of facts: “That the defendant negligently caused and allowed its 
car to be placed and remain on the bridge at the point where the public 
street of the town crossed the railroad; that the car was on the bridge 
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two feet; that it was calculated to frighten plaintiff’s horse, and did 
frighten him, so that the plaintiff received damage thereby to the 
amount of $400; that the defendant in placing the car there and 
permitting it to remain was not making a reasonable use of its track, 
but was guilty of ne gligence, and that the plaintiff was not guilty of 
contributory negligence.” 

The defendant asked the eaiseais instructions: i 

1. That the placing of the car partially in the street, even if it | 
extended to some extent over the bridge, was not nemligance. 

2. A car in a highway, with which a traveler does not come in con- 
tact or collision, and which does not obstruct the way of travel, is not 
to be deemed a defect, though a horse may take fright thereat 
and cause damage. (217) 

3. That the defendant company had the right to the use of the 
track on which its car was placed, and had the right to place its car. 
there, and if its car left sufficient space for the passage of vehicles, and 
did not actually obstruct the cartway, it is not liable. 

4. That the ordinary rule, that persons placing objects in or near 
a highway, and which are calculated to frighten horses of ordinary 
gentleness, are liable for the injuries resulting therefrom, does not 
apply to this case. 

5. That upon the testimony in the case, the defendant company is 
not liable. : 

6. That if they believe the cars were placed on the side-track, as 
testified by witnesses Ellison and Hill, theirs being the only evidence 
as to the necessity of so placing the cars, they should find that the 
defendant was not negligent, and that the use of said cae was reason- 
able, and defendants are not liable. 

7. That if the jury believe that at the time the cars were placed upon 
the side-track the other side-tracks were filled with cars, and that it 
was necessary to put them on said side-track, then they should find that 
the defendant was negligent, and that the use made of the side- 
track in placing the cars upon it was reasonable, and the defendants 
are not liable, and that upon this point of the necessity and reason of so 
placing the cars the only evidence is that of the witnesses Ellison and 
Aull. 

8. That if there was sufficient room, left on the bridge for persons to_ 
pass with buggies, wagons, ete., and they could do so without. striking 
against the ear, with ordinary care, then the defendants are not guilty 
of negligence; anal this would be so even if they had to turn 
from the usual track of wheels on the bridge. (218) 

The court declined these prayers for instructions and, among | 
other things, not excepted to, charged instead thereof: 
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“If you should find that at the time of the accident the side-tracks, 
other than the one upon which was the car of which the plaintiff com- 
plains, were filled with cars, and that it was necessary to the industry 
of the defendant to have this car at the place at which it was, then 
it would be your duty to say that the defendant was not negligent, 
and that the use defendant was making of its track was a reasonable 
one.” 

For the refusal to give these instructions (except the fourth, as to 
tlie refusal of which there is no exception), and to instruction just 
quoted, the defendant excepted, and appealed from the judgment 
against it. 


Donnell Gilliam for plaintiff. 
J. iH. Moore for defendant. 


Crark, J., after stating the case: This charge was certainly as fav- 
orable to the defendant as it had a right to ask; indeed, we think more 
so, because, notwithstanding the defendant might have failed to pro- 
vide itself with side-tracks sufficient for its business, it did not follow 
that it had the right to obstruct the public street and crossing by allow- 
ing a shanty-car to remain for several days “ten feet in the street and 
two feet on the bridge at the crossing,” especially when the jury find 
from the evidence that such shanty-car so situated was calculated to 
frighten the plaintiff’s horse. 

If the defendant “in the exercise of its industry” was moving the 
car along its track and crossing the street, and the plaintiff’s horse 
was frightened thereby, or if the car was on the side-track at a place 
where it had a right to be, and the horse took fright, ordinarily the. 
plaintiff could not recover. Morgan v. R. R., 98 N. C., 247. The rail- 

roads are chartered with a view to the exercise of the rights 
(219) necessary and proper for the performance of the great industry - 

committed so largely to them. But when the car was placed 
in the street, occupying a part of the bridge, permitted to remain there 
for several days, and so situated was calculated to frighten plaintifi’s 
horse, and did frighten him, and the court told the jury, notwith- 
standing, that if the putting the car at such place was necessary to the 
defendant’s industry because the other side-tracks were filled with cars, 
that the plaintiff could not recover, the defendant certainly has no 
eause to complain. Myers v. Rk. R., 87 N. C., 345.. This covers sub- 
stantially the objections raised by the prayers for instruction, their 
refusal, and to the instruction given in lieu thereof. 

The only exception to evidence is that a witness was allowed to 
testify that he saw another horse frightened by this car at that place 
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the day before. This evidence was competent, both on the issue sub- 
mitted, by consent, whether the car was calculated to frighten horses, 
and whether it was negligence to permit it to remain at that point. 
No error. 


Cited: Alexander v. R. R., 112 N. C., 733; Norton v. R. B., 122 N.C, 
934; Dunn v. &. R., 124 N. C., 256; Thomason v. R. f., 142 N. C., 
329; Duffy v. Rh. R., 144 N. C., 28; Deligny v. Furniture Co., 170 
N. C., 204. | 


(220) 
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JOHN L. HALL v. LEANDER TILLMAN Fr at. 


Claim and Delwery—Form of Judgment—lnability of Suretres Upon 
Defendant's Undertaking—Costs—Injuries to Property wm Serzure. 


1. In claim and delivery, when for any cause judgment cannot be given for 
the recovery of the property in specie, as where pendente lite the prop- 
erty was sold under order of court, judgment should be rendered for 
the recovery of the value of the property at the time of the tortious 
taking, with interest thereon, in lieu of damages for deterioration and 
detention, and for the costs. 

2. Where, in claim and delivery, the defendant pleads that he became pos- 
sessed of the property under a contract of sale, upon the facts being so 
found by the jury (the property having been sold under an order of 
court pendente lite) judgment should be rendered against the sureties 
to the defendant’s undertaking for the penalty of the bond, to be dis- 
charged upon the payment of the contract price, with interest and costs, 
less the payments by the defendant. 


3. The sureties on a defendant’s undertaking in claim and delivery are 
liable for the costs of the action upon the plaintiff’s recovery, notwith- 
standing the amendment by Laws of 1885, ch. 50, to The Code, sec. 324. 


4. A plaintiff who is adjudged to be the owner of machinery is not liable 
to the defendant for injuries to a shelter covering it, done in removing 
it under an order in claim and delivery proceedings, unless wantonly 
done. 


Cram AND DELIvERY for the purpose of acquiring possession of a 
portable engine and sawmill, tried at September Term, 1891, of 
CuaruaM, before McIver, J. 

At Fall Term, 1886, the jury responded in the affirmative to two 
issues involving the plaintifi’s title and right to possession, but did not 
answer the other issues. Thereupon the court ordered the engine and 
sawmill to be sold, which was done by the commissioners ap- 
pointed, and the proceeds of sale were paid and sale confirmed. (221) 
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The appeal from that judgment was not perfected. 

Subsequently a judgment was rendered for what purported to be, 
but had never been ascertained by a jury to be, the balance of a debt 
due the plaintiff from the defendants, against the defendants and the 
sureties on the replevy bond. That judgment was reviewed on appeal 
(see ease, 103 N. C., 281), and a new trial was granted as to untried 
issues, leaving the verdict already returned undisturbed. 

First Hxceptton—At May Term, 1891, when the case was called, 
the plaintiffs submitted the fcllgwinga ISSUES : 

1. What damage has the plaintiff sustained by reason of the detention 
of the property in controversy by the defendants from 28 November, 
1884, to 12 February, 1887 ? 

2. What damage has the plaintiff sustained by reason of the deteriora- 
tion of the property in controversy from 28 November, 1884, to 12. 
February, 1887 ? 

The defendants excepted to the issues tendered by the plaintiff, and 
contended that no issue should be submitted for the plaintiff, he having 
elected to stand by the judgments of Fall Term, 1886, and February 
Term, 1887, and reap the fruits of the same. Also, upon the grounds 
that if any issues were submitted, they should be those submitted at 
Fall Term, 1886, and not passed upon by the jury, with the following 
additional issue tendered by the defendants and accepted by the plain- 
tiff: “What damage has the defendant sustained by reason of the tear- 
ing down of the house and removing the machinery of the plaintiif?” 

The defendants further objected to the issues as tendered by the 
plaintiff, upon the ground that the time during which damages should 
- be assessed against defendants should be from 28 November, 1884, to 
October Term, 1886. The issues tendered by the plaintiff and the one 

- tendered by the defendants were submitted by the court, and the 
(222) defendants excepted. | | 
After the close of the evidence, and during the argument of 
counsel, his Honor, of his owu motion, changed the issues and sub- 
mitted to the jury those set out in the record, and the defendant did 
not except. 

Second Exception—tThe plaintiff was examined as a witness in his 
own behalf, and testified that the mill and engine had deteriorated in 
value from 28 November, 1884, to 12 February, 1887, a certain sum, 
and that the mill during that period would have been fairly worth to 
him the sum of $50 to $60 per month. 

The defendants excepted to the evidence as to the monthly value, 
upon the ground that the witness should testify as to the value of the 
mill during the period as a whole, and that the interest upon the value 
at the time of seizure was the true measure of damages. 
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There was evidence on the part of the defendants tending to show 
that at the time of the seizure the property was under repair and 
had no rental value; that repairs were put upon it by the defendants 
to an amount of $125. 

Third Exception.—On the cross-examination of the plaintiff he testi- 
fied, the defendants objecting, that while the property was in possession 
of the defendants and before this action was instituted, he had been 
_ paid by the defendants the sum of $200 on an alleged contract of sale 
of the property. During the progress of the trial his Honor withdrew 
this evidence from the jury, and the defendants excepted. 

Fourth Hxception—-His Honor charged the jury that the interest 
on the value of the property at the time of. the seizure was not’ the 
measure of damages for the detention, but that the true measure of 
damages was the fair rental value during the period, at the place of 
location, and that the jury might estimate it by the month, as all 
‘ the evidence introduced tending to show a value tended to show it (223) 
by the month. The defendant excepted. 

Fifth Eaception-——The court further charged the jury that in esti- 
mating the deterioration of the property the jury might consider the 
price at which the property sold at the commissioner’s sale, together 
with the other evidence in the case, to which charge the defendants 
excepted. There was a verdict as set out in the record. The defend- 
ants moved for a new trial, for the errors assigned. The motion was 
refused and judgment rendered as set out in the record. 

Sixth Exception—From which judgment the defendants appealed to 
the Supreme Court, for the errors assigned,tand for the further reason 
that no judgment should be rendered against defendants’ sureties for 
costs. 


Thomas B. Womack for plaintrff. 
_ James H. Headen and A. P. Gilbert for defendants. 


Avery, J., after stating the facts: Udder: the provisions of the origi- 
nal section (326 of The Code) the bond filed by the defendants in the 
ancillary proceeding would have been conditioned for the delivery to 
the plaintiff of the property described in his affidavit, “af such deliv- 
ery should be adjudged, and for the payment of such sum as may for 
any cause be recovered against the defendant.’ But it was provided 
by the act amendatory of that section (ch. 50, sec. 2, Laws 1885) that 
such bond should thereafter be conditioned “for the delivery thereof 
with damages for its deterioration and tts detention, tf delivery can be 
had; and tf such delivery cannot, for any cause, be had, for the payment 
to him of such sum as may be recovered against the defendant for the 
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value of the property at the tume of the unlawful taking or detention, 
with unterest thereon, as damages for such taking and detention.” 
In Taylor v. Hodges, 105 N. C., 349, it is said that “section 324 of 
The Code, as amended by chapter 50, Laws 1885, prescribes a 
(224) form of replevin bond peculiarly adapted to those cases where 
the title to specific personal property (such as horses) is the 
only question at issue, and the full value of the property ws the just 
alternate allowance as damages when the property is not delivered.” 
Section 326, as amended by section 2 of the same act, requires that the 
bond of the defendant, when he retains possession of the property, shall, 
in case of a judgment adverse to defendant’s claim, secure to the plain- 
tiff the delivery or the value of the property at the time of the wrongful 
taking or detention, instead of the value “at the time of seizure” under 
the warrant as is provided in the bond prescribed for the plaintiff. It 
is manifest that the Legislature did not intend to give to either plaintiff 
or defendant, who might prevail in the action, double damage, interest * 
on the amount of money invested in the property wrongfully detained, 
and at the same time additional compensation for deterioration and 
detention. But where the property is unjustly withheld by either, and | 
subsequently returned under the decree of the court, compensation is 
allowed, not only for detention, but for deterioration, because the full 
measure of justice could not be meted out in any other way. Before 
the passage of the amendatory act the value was assessed, as in the old 
action of replevin, at the time of the trial instead of that of seizure by 
the officer or the wrongful taking or detention; but in both Holmes v. 
Godwin, 69 N. C., 467, and Miller v. Hahn, 84 N. C., 226, the Court 
declared that “Where the property had been destroyed so that it could 
not be returned in specie, the jury would be justified in so finding and 
giving the value of the property at the time of the taking. and interest 
thereon as the damages for taking and detention. Now where a return 
of the specific article to the plaintiff cannot be enforced, the value is 
assessed as of the time of the tortious taking or the wrongful detention 
by the defendant, and he is required to pay interest by the terms of 
the act “as damages,” both for taking and detention, from that 
(225) time, as would have been the rule if the plaintiff had brought | 
trover under the old, or had declared in his complaint simply for 
the wrongful conversion under the new practice. The property in this 
case having been sold under a judgment of the court in the cause and 
placed beyond the reach of the law, the question of damages resulting 
from deterioration and detention was no longer a living issue. That 
judgment, rendered in 1886, is now res judicata. A new trial was . 
granted on appeal from a subsequent judgment in order to have “a 
finding upon at least one of the remaining issues” suggested on the 
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former trial. Hall v. Tillman, 103 N. C., 281. The one remaining 
issue upon which it was essential for the plaintiff’s interest to have a 
finding before the case could be disposed of, was that involving the 
value at the time of the wrongful detention. As the specific machinery 
cannot be now returned, and the money realized from a sale of it has 
been paid into court, the question of just compensation to the owner for 
being compelled to take back his property, deteriorated in value since 
he parted with it, does not arise. 

‘In providing that the plaintiff shall have interest from the time of 
the taking or detention, in lieu of damage, the statute but reaffirms a 
principle upon which the court might have acted under similar cir- 
cumstances before its passage. Holmes v. Godwin and Miller v. Hahn, 
supra. Where the property could not be returned, and the court was 
bound to take cognizance of the fact, as in the case at bar, it was error 
to imstruct the jury that a fair rental value of the property was the 
true measure of damage instead of the interest from the time of 
_ wrongful detention, as it was to submit the issue offered by the plaintiff 
involving the question of damage by deterioration and detention. The 
court could have proceeded to judgment as to the amount due plaintiff 
for the detention upon a finding of the value of property when the 
defendants wrongfully detained it, because the law prescribes 
that interest on said sum from that time shall be the damage. (226) 
But in a case like that at bar, where a purchaser makes default 
in paying the purchase money for personal property, the title to which 
is still in the original owner, either by reconveyance or reservation at 
the time of the sale, the jury should ascertain the value when the pur-. 
chaser acquired possession, because his refusal to meet the payments 
and perform the conditions attaching to the purchase place him, in 
contemplation of law, in the same position as if the original taking 
had been wrongful instead of permissive. If the court had directed 
the jury to find the value of the mill and engine when delivered to the 
defendants, the court could have proceeded to judgment upon that 
finding by allowing interest on that sum, as damage, unless it appeared 
also that there was a stipulated price agreed upon between the parties 
for the property, a part of which had been actually paid. Claiming 
the right to show such contract and payment, the defendants excepted 
to the ruling of the court in withdrawing from the jury evidence that 
had been admitted and which tended to show that the defendants had 
previously paid to the plaintiff $200, a part of the purchase price of 
the machinery seized, while it was still in the hands of the defendants 
as purchasers, and before the seizure and subsequent replevying by 
defendants. 
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The defendants set up the defense in their answer that they had 
bought the portable sawmill-and engine from the plaintiff, had agreed 
to pay him $800, and had actually said after the original contract of 
sale, and before the seizure, $200. It seems that the defendants on 
the former appeal insisted that the court could not proceed to judgment 
upon the simple finding that the plaintiff was the owner and entitled 
to the possession of the mill and engine in controversy, when it appeared 
of record that they had been converted into money by virtue of an order | 
in the cause. When Justice Davis said for the Court that there was 

“at least one” issue remaining to be tried, he evidently adverted 
(227) to the possibility that the defendants might insist, on the new 

trial awarded, upon their claim to a credit upon the value of the 
machinery for the payment of $200. Where in selling property the 
owner reserves title in himself till the purchase money is paid, or takes 
a reconveyance by mortgage deed to himself from the purchaser to 
secure his debt, though he has a right to demand possession on default 
in the payment of the price or on breach of the conditions of the mort- 
gage, the defendant and his sureties upon a final adjustment of their 
liabilities may justly demand that the jury shall find what was the 
price agreed upon between the parties for the property, and what sum 
had been actually paid. Taylor v. Hodges, supra. “There are torts 
and contracts, just as there used to be; but there are not several forms 
of action. . . . It is the transaction that is investigated, without 
regard to its form or name.” Walsh v. Hall, 66 N. C., 233; Wilson 
v. Hughes, 94.N. C., 182. If there was no testimony upon which the 
actual amount of purchase money due after deducting the payments 
could be ascertained, then the judgment would depend upon the value 
at the time of the wrongful taking or detention, which, in a case 
where there is default in paying the purchase money, would relate to 
the taking under the contract not performed, and the plaintiff would 
recover the penalty of the bond, to be discharged upon the payment of 
the value of the property so ascertained, and interest from the date of 
wrongful taking and costs. But if, in addition to the value at the 
date of wrongful detention or conversion, the jury had found that the 
original purchase money was $800, with interest from a specified date, 
and that at a period subsequent to the sale, and before the action was 
brought, the defendants had paid $200, then the true amount of the 
debt due could be ascertained by allowing such credit. In that event 
the judgment should have been for the recovery of the penalty of the 

bond, to be discharged on the payment of the balance actually 
(228) due on the debt, with interest from the first of the term, and 

costs of action. Yaylor v. Hodges, supra. To that, if the jury 
had been allowed to ascertain the value at the time of the original 
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taking, the plaintiff would, if no payment had been made on the stipu- 
lated price, have been entitled to recover on the bond, to be discharged 
on payment of the value, with interest from that time; but if, in addi- 
tion, they had found that $200 had been paid on the oan contract, 
then the plaintiff should have had judgment for the penalty, to be 
discharged on payment of the balance actually still due. So that, by 
this interpretation of the statutes and constructions placed upon them: 
a fair and equitable adjustment between the parties can be effected. 
Where the purchaser uses the property and makes no payment at all, 
the taking is treated as if it had been tortious from the beginning. 
Where he pays a part of the purchase money, but fails to discharge the 
whole of the debt, it is treated as a contract, and full credit is 
allowed for what he has paid, while the original owner looks to the | 
bond to secure the residue, with interest. 7 

Under the old practice the plaintiff might have Bonen an action of 
detinue or trover and conversion, or he might have sued out a writ of 
replevin and seized the cancers but in either action he would have 
recovered costs, and in the action of replevin the sureties on the 
defendants’ replevin bond would have been liable for costs as incident 
to the judgment for the property. Under the new practice it was 
held, up to the passage of the det of 1885, that if the plaintiff, instead 
of declaring i in his complaint for a tortious taking or a wrongful con- 
version, simply resorted to the ancillary prececdine of claim and 
delivery, the action would be assimilated to that of replevin, in so far 
that the value should be estimated as of the time of trial. Holmes v. 
Godwin, supra. But we see no reason why the analogy does not hold 
out so far as to entitle the plaintiff to costs as incident to recovery of 
the property withheld. But our attention is called to the form of the 
amended statute as bearing directly on this question. It is true 
that the language of section 326 of The Code is unmistakable (229) 
in requiring the bond to be conditioned “for the payment of 
such sum as may for any cause be recovered against the defendant.” 
We do not think that it was the intention of the Legislature to alter 
the law in this respect. Besides, this is not like an affidavit for injunc- 
tion, only an incidental, though an ancillary proceeding, because the 
matter in controversy is the same as that covered by the condition of 
the bond, viz., Which of the parties has the right to the specific prop- 
erty? The plaintiff will be entitled to receive, before the bond can be 
discharged, if he should prevail in the action, not only the value of the 
property or the balance of the purchase money, as the case may be, 
with interest, but the costs as incident to his recovery. Slaughter »v. 
Winfrey, 85 N. C., 160; Long v. Walker, 105 N. C., 96. . The language 
of the statute is not so explicit as that of the original section of The 
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Code, but we think that it is fairly susceptible of the interpretation 
that the entire costs of prosecuting the action involving the title to the 
property should be recovered by a plaintiff who prevails against the 
defendant and the sureties on the bond. The defendants have not 
made it appear, so far as we can see, that they are entitled to damages 
for pulling down a house or removing the machinery. The plaintiff 
was entitled to the custody of the property, as the jury have found. 
He had the right, therefore, under the order of seizure, to take and 
remove it. If it could not be removed without injury to the shelter 
placed over it, the plaintiff would not be liable for such injury as was 
not wanton, but merely incidental to such removal. 


Error. 
4 


Cited: Taylor v. Taylor, 112 N. C., 34; Hall v. Tillman, 115 N. C., 
502; Hendley v. McIntyre, 132 N. C., 278; Mahoney v. Tyler, 136 
N. G., 43. 


(230) 
R. M. NIMOCKS et au. v. THE Cant fee SHINGLE COMPANY. 


Injunction—RBeceiver. 


When the facts upon which an injunction was. granted until the hearing and 
a receiver was appointed by the judge below are controverted and doubt- 
ful, the Supreme Court will not interfere with the orders, especially when 
it appears that no serious injury to any of the parties can arise there- 
from. 


Motion for injunction and receiver, heard before W Mugler J., at 
August Term, 1891, of Harnerr. 

The plaintifis allege: in substance and effect, that the defendant 
corporation 1s indebted to them respectively in lanes sums of money; 
that it is largely insolvent; that being so insolvent, it has confessed 
divers judgments, without action, in favor of its officers and stock- 
holders, founded upon fictitious debts, the purpose being to defraud 
the plaintiffs and others, its creditors, and defeat the payment of their 
debts; that to that end they seek to sell the property of the defendant — 
corporation under executions issued upon such fraudulent judgments 
and put the same beyond their reach, etc. The defendants admit 
the insolvency of the defendant corporation ; that the latter has con- 
fessed judgments in favor of some of its officers and stockholders who 
are defendants, and that they are proceeding to sell the said corpora- 
tion’s property to pay these judgments; they deny the alleged fraud, 
and allege their good faith, ete. 
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The court heard the motion of the plaintiffs for an injunction and 
a receiver pending the action, upon divers affidavits produced by the 
plaintiffs and defendants, and, finding the facts, allowed the motion. 
The defendants excepted, and appealed. 


FE, H. Busbee for plaintiffs. (231) 
J. W. Hinsdale and W. EF. Murchison for defendant. 


Merrion, C. J., after stating the case: There was clearly evidence 
to warrant the findings of fact by the court below, and, upon an exam- 
ination of the evidence, we see no reason to disturb such findings or to 
reverse or modify the order based upon them granting an injunction 
and appointing a receiver pending the action. I¢ is admitted that the 
defendant corporation is hopelessly msolvent, and that shortly before 
this action began it confessed divers judgments, without action, in favor 
of some of its officers and stockholders, and that the latter were pro- 
ceeding to enforce the same by sale under execution. The plaintiffs 
allege that their judgments were founded upon fictitious debts; that 
they are void, and the purpose of them was to defcat the plaintiffs’ 
rights as creditors by sacrificing the property of the corporation at 
a forced sale. The defendants deny the fraud, and allege the justice 
of their demands. ‘The evidence leaves material questions at issue not 
at all free from doubt. In such case this Court will net interfere with 
the order granting an injunction and appointing a receiver, especially 
when it appears, as it does in this case, that the parties interested can 
suffer no serious injury arising therefrom. Machine Co. v. Lumber 
Co., 109 N. C., 576. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Bank v. Cotton Mills, 115 N. C., 525; Stokes ». Cogdell, 
153 N. C., 182. 


STATE ex ret. TRAVIS N. HARRIS v. GEORGE N. SCARBOROUGH. 


i lection—Registration—Constitution—V oters. 


1. While the General Assembly cannot add to the qualifications prescribed 
by the Constitution for voters, it has the power, and it is its duty, to 
enact such registration laws as will protect the’rights of duly qualified 
voters; and no person is entitled to vote until he has complied with the 
requirements of those laws. , 


2. Where there has been no registration at all, the votes cast cannot be 
counted by proving that none but duly qualified electors voted. Possibly 
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this principle might be relaxed where a fraudulent conspiracy to deprive 
the voters of the right of suffrage is shown; and it dos not apply where 
the Legislature has failed to provide means for registration. 


3. Where a voter offers to comply with the laws in reference to registration, 
but is prevented by the wrongful conduct of the registrar, his vote 
should be received and.counted; but a vote cast upon an invalid regis- 
tration should be rejected. 


4. The provision in the statute (ch. 287, sec. 3, Laws 1889) that no registra- 
tion shall be valid unless it specifies, as near as may be, the age, 
occupation, residence, etc., of the elector, is in conformity with the 
Constitution and is mandatory in its terms, and he who seeks to vote 
without complying therewith must show that he offered to do all that 
was required of him and was prevented by the fault of the registration 
officers. 


5. A response to the inquiry as to the place of birth and residence of the 
. voter, giving the name of the county, is sufficient compliance with the 
statute in that respect; but a response giving only the name of the State 

is too indefinite, and a registration thereon is invalid. 


6. Where it appeared that the registrar read to each person applying to 
register the inquiry printed at the head of the columns of the registra- 
tion books furnished him, he discharged his duty in that respect, and 
it was the duty of the elector to make his response sufficiently specific 
to meet the purposes of the law. 


(2338) Quo warranro to try the title to the office of register of 
deeds, tried before Graves, J., at June, 1891 (Special Term), 
of MonreomerY. | 
The registration for Bean’s Mill Precinct in Ophir Township, and 
Little River Precinct in Little River Township, was assailed by defend- 
ant, and the registration books were introduced for that purpose. The 
registration book for Bean’s Mill Precinct, in the column under the 
head “Place of birth,” and on the line opposite the name of the voter 
registered, had simply as the place of birth of the voter “North Caro- 
lina,” and in the column under the head of “Place of residence,” “Mont- 
gomery County,” and in the column under the head of “Name of town- 
ship or county from whence removed,” as the place from which the 
voter had removed, simply “Ophir,” and there was evidence tending to 
show (and the evidence was uncontradicted) that the registrar, at the 
time the voter appeared for registration and registered, read to the 
person so registered the said headings of the columns in the form of 
interrogatory, and thea voter gave answer corresponding to said entries 
exactly. as the entries were made. To all of which evidence plaintiff 
objected; objection overruled, and exception by plaintiff. | 
The registration book for Little River Precinct and Little River 
Township, in the column in said book under the head of “Place of 
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birth” had, opposite the name of the voter as his place of birth, simply 
the name of the county in which he was born, and in the column 
for “Place of residence” simply Montgomery County, and there was 
uncontradicted evidence that the registrar read the headings of said 
columns in the form of interrogatory to the applicant for registration, 
and the voter answered precisely as the entries aforesaid were made 
in the said columns. Plaintiff objected to said evidence; objection 
overruled, and there was exception. 

A number of votes in Troy Township was assailed, and for that pur- 
pose the registration book was introduced by defendant. Said regis- 
tration book showed in the columns under the heading in said registra- 
tion book, “Name of township or county from whence removed,” 

a blank—no entry at all. And the registrar was introduced, (234) 
and testified that he read the said heading to the person regis- 
tering in the form of interrogatory, and the person so registering made 
no answer to the question so asked, and that the said persons had, since 
the preceding election, moved to Troy Township for residence. Plain- 
tiff objected to this evidence; objection overruled, and exception. 

It is admitted by the pleading in the cause that there was “an 
entirely new registration” had in pursuance of law in the entire county 
for the election here in controversy. At the close of the evidence the 
court stated that he should charge the jury that the registrations afore- 
said were not sufficiently specific to meet the requirements of the regis- 
tration law, section 2676 of The Code, as amended in 1889, and that 
such registration was invalid, and the votes of the voters so registered 
should not be counted in determining the result of the election in 
-“eontroversy unless such omissions and want of specific statements in 
respect to place of birth, place of residence and place from whence 
removed were not the fault of the voter, but were the fault of the 
registrar. -That is, if the voter himself gave answers to the inquiries’ 
of the registrar as aforesaid corresponding to entries aforesaid, and said 
nothing to cause said entries to be made specific, then, it not being the — 
fault of the registrar, but his own, the registration would be invalid, 
and the votes should not be counted. 

To this ruling of his Honor the plaintiff excepted, and in deference 
to the intimation aforesaid by his Honor, the plaintiff, after excepting, 
submitted to judgment of nonsuit and appealed: It is admitted that if 
the said assailed registration is omitted from the count of: votes, the 
plaintiff cannot recover. 7 

In respect to said registration the plaintiff contended that the (235) 
following clause in the election law (sec. 2676), to wit: “No 
registration shall be valid unless it specifies, as near as may be, the age, 
occupation, place of birth, place of residence of the elector, as well as 
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the township or county from whence the elector has removed, in the 
event of removal, and the full name by which the voter is known,” 
has been substantially complied with in regard to the matter assailed; 
and that the provisions of said statute should be treated as directory, 
it not appearing that the voters assailed were not otherwise disqualified ; 
and he further contended that if the Legislature intended such law to. 
be mandatory, the same is unconstitutional, for that, in effect, it 
imposes qualifications for an elector in addition to those imposed by the 
Constitution, and such law is not authorized by the section of the 
Constitution empowering the Legislature “to provide for the regis- 
tration of all electors.” 


J. A. Lockhart for plaintiff. 
W. C. Douglass and T. J. Shaw for defendant. 


Avery, J. After declaring who should be qualified electors, Art. VI 
of our State Constitution makes it obligatory upon the Legislature to 
guard against the fraudulent usurpation of the elective franchise, in 
the following explicit language: “It shall be the duty of the General 
Assembly to provide, from time to time, for the registration of all 
electors, and no person shall be allowed to vote without registration,” 
ete. Const., Art. VI, secs. 1 and 2. 

In obedience to this injunction of the organic law, and in the exer- 
cise of the legal discretion incident to the power given them, the Legis- 
lature provided (Laws 1889, ch. 287, sec. 3) as follows: “No registra- 
tion shall be valid unless rt specifies, as near as may be, the age, occu- 
pation, place of birth, place of residence of the elector, as well as the 
township or county from whence the elector has removed, in event 

of removal, and the full name by which the. voter is known.” 

(236) It is now well settled that legislatures acting under such 
| grants of power may enact registration laws for the purpose 
_ both of preventing those not entitled to vote from enjoying the privi- 
lege and of securing the right of suffrage to the qualified electors; 
though they have no power to add to their constitutional qualifica- 
tions. Cooley’s Const. Lim. (6 ed.), 756; Kaveen v. Wells, 144 Mass., 
497; McMahon v. Mayor, 66 Ga., 217. : 

If a statute appears upon its "face to have been framed with the 
intent to prevent fraudulent registration, or, in case of failure to 
accomplish that object, at all events to detect and punish the crime of 
illegal voting, it is within the purview of the law-making power to 
pass it. Every presumption is in favor of its validity and of the 
good faith of the body that enactedsit. 8S. v. Moore, 104 N. C., 717; 
Powell v. Commissioners, 114 Penn. St., 265; S. v. Haves, 106 N. C., 


164 


N.C] _ - FEBRUARY TERM, 1892. 
HARRIS UV. SCARBOROUGH. 


752; Brown v. Brown, 108 N. C., 2138; Randall v. BR. R., 107 N. C., 752. 

Judge Cooley says: “All such reasonable regulations of the constitu- 
tional right which seem to the Legislature important to the preserva- 
tion of order in elections to guard against fraud, undue influence and 
oppression, and to preserve the purity of the ballot box, are not only 
within the constitutional power of the Legislature, but are commenda-_ 
ble, and at least some ot them absolutely essential.” Const. Lim., 757 
and 758. 

The Constitution of 1868 was amended in 1877 so as to require a resi- 
dence of ninety instead of thirty days in the county as qualification. 
This amendment was aimed at the fraudulent practice of buying pur- . 
chasable electors and colonizing them in a county thirty days before the 
time of voting, in order to control the election of its representatives or 
other local officers. The new requirement increases the expense 
attendant upon what is known as colonization of voters, and (237) 
furnishes additional time for detecting the fraud. Where such- 
migratory characters are compelled to state on oath their ages, occupa- 
tions, place of birth, place of residence, the township from which they 
may have removed and the full name by which they are known, they 
give data which, if upon inquiry it prove to be false, invites further 
investigation to ascertain the fraudulent purpose that induced the per- 
jury, and if it be a true history of the movements of the voter, affords 
the means of verifying or contradicting his statements as to age or 
disqualification for crime. We must assume that the purpose of the 
Legislature was to attain such results as obviously and naturally might 
follow the strict enforcement of the statute. Where a statute, enacted 
in obedience to such a mandatory constitutional provision as that con- 
tained in Article VI, sec. 2 (if not where it is passed in the exercise 
of the bare authority to require registration), declares that no votes 
shall be received but those of registered electors, it seems to be settled 
that votes cast in a township where there has been no registration at 
all cannot be made lawful and counted by proving that none but duly | 
qualified electors voted. Cooley’s Const. Lim. (6 ed.), p. 758; Mc- 
Crary Elec., sec. 100; Brightly El., p. 51. 

It may be that the rule would be’ different where a fraudulent con- 
spiracy to deprive the voters of ‘a particular precinct of the right of 
suffrage is shown. “It is no answer” (says Judge Cooley) “that such 
a rule may enable the registry officers, by neglecting their duty, to dis- 
franchise the electors altogether; the remedy of the electors is by 
proceeding to compel the performance of the duty, and the statute 
being imperative and mandatory, cannot be disregarded.” Under our 
statute, registrars who willfully fail to discharge their official du- 
ties are also subject to indictment. This principle does not apply 
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(238) where an act of the Legislature fails to provide any means of 

registering the electors of a ward, section, or township (Vann 
Bokkelen v. Canaday, 73 N. C., 198), and was declared equally inap- 
plicable where the law under which a municipal election was held was 
‘disregarded by a failure of the proper authorities to order a registra- 
tion at all, thus vitiating the whole vote cast. cE) sec. 101; 
6 Am. & Eng. Ene., 2905. 

Where an individual voter offers to comply with a seaebn atte regu- 
lation in reference to registration, and is prevented from compliance by | 
the wrongful act of the registrar, his vote should unquestionably be 
counted, and the judge below very properly so held. McCrary, 
sec. 102. 

In Hampton v. Waldrop, 104 N. C,, 453, a question widely different 
from that under consideration was weresented. There the registrar 
merely entered in a new book the names of electors which had been 
properly and lawfully recorded on a former registration book that had 
been lost, and then registered in the manner prescribed by law the. 
names of other persons who were entitled to vote at that place. The 
new applicants had a right to be registered in a new book if the old 
could not be: found when they complied with the law. Those whose 
names appeared in the old registry had already complied with the 
requirements of the statute. 

If the Legislature sees fit to enact a reasonable regulation as to the 
manner of recording the names of voters, and the information which 
the voter must impart (in order that persons so inclined may inquire 
into the truth of his statements), and to pronounce the registration of 
each particular name invalid unless the elector shall comply with its 
requirements, it is manifest that the same reasons exist for rejecting 
the ballot to each voter whose registration is not valid as for refusing 
to count a whole township not registered at all. An invalid regis- 

tration is no registration at all, and the principle must be ap- 
(239) plied to an individual as well as to a class. 

In the case at bar, then, we have a reasonable statutory 
requirement that the elector shall place upon the registration books 
certain facts connected with his own history, in order that opportunity 
may be given to look into the grounds for challenge and thereby prevent 
illegal voting, or that the courts may detect and anh the crime if it 
becomes a fact accomplished. The law in unmistakable and impera- 
tive terms declares that the registration in each particular case shall 
be invalid and void for failure to comply with the specific require- 
ments. If, in the face of the first clause of the section (“No registra- 
tion shall be valid”), the courts should declare its provisions merely 

directory, and thus thwart the manifest purpose of an independent 
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codrdinate branch of the Government when acting within the limit of 
its power, they would establish a precedent far more dangerous to 
liberty and constitutional government than all of the real or imagin- 
ary evils or inconveniences that might arise from the enforcement of 
the statute. Cooley’s Const. Lim., pp. 197, 200, and 201. 

“The judiciary cannot run a race of opinions upon points of right, 
reason, and expediency with the law-making power.’ Cooley (4 ed.), 
star p. 168; S. v. Patterson, 98 N. C., 660. 

While most of the regulations of the law respecting the manner of 
opening and holding elections are held by the courts to be merely direc- 
tory, provided the language of the statute does not plainly make them 
mandatory, no American court.has ever claimed the right to disregard 
an imperative requirement of a statute if the Legislature had the power 
to pass it and to make it unmistakably mandatory. If the elector 
purposely refrains from qualifying himself by registration for the 
enjoyment of the privilege of voting, it 1s his own fault; and if he is 
prevented by physical disability from having his name entered on the 
registration books before the time prescribed by law, it is his mis-_ 
fortune. Capen v. Foster, 23 Am. Dec.,.632; People v. A offman, 

116 Ill., 587; McCrary, secs. 96 and 97. (240) 

The law bee constitutional, “it must appear that the voter 
did, or offered to do, all that he law required at his hands, and that his 
faclure to be registered was the fault of the officer of registration.” 
McCrary, sec. 102, p. 67; S. v. Commissioners, 20 Fla., 859. In 
absence of proof to the contrary, it is always presumed that the officer 
has done his duty. Every citizen is presumed to know the law gov- 
erning his relations with others, as well as the mandatory rules which 
prescribe how he may secure the enjoyment of his rights. In the 
absence of any definite information on the subject, the failure to enter 
upon the registration book such facts connected with the history of an 
elector as the statute imperatively requires as a prerequisite to the 
exercise of the elective franchise must be considered due to the careless- 
ness or inexcusable ignorance of such elector. That presumption can 
_be rebutted only by showing that he offered to comply with the require- 
ments of the statute, and was prevented by the neglect or willful act of 
the registrar. McCrary, sec. 101. 

We concur with the court below that it was the duty of the elector to 
make the answers as specific as the statute requires them, and that the 
registrar, if he read the headings calculated to elicit the requisite 
answers, certainly did all that the law required of him. 

Reason, as well as authority, commend the view taken in the court 
below, that the burden of showing a strict compliance with the law 
was on the relator, instead of requiring the registrar to charge his 
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memory with all that occurred, so as to be able to state whether the 
elector refused, when asked, or simply neglected to state e definitely his 
places of birth and residence. 3 
It only remains to determine whether the names of either or all of 
the two classes of electors mentioned as recorded by the two regis- 
(241) trars were lawfully registered so as to entitle them to vote. 
Where the words of a statute have no technical meaning, they 
must be interpreted according to their ordinary import. In response 
to either the question, “What is your place of birth?” or “What is 
your place of residence?” the answer “Montgomery County” would 
generally be deemed sufficiently definite, and is the reply that would be 
universally given by natives or residents of the county, except that 
some persons:would make the response more specific by giving the 
name of an incorporated town located in that county if. they lived 
within its bounds; as, for instance, “Troy.” But where the reply to 
either of those questions was “North Carolina,” it was not sufficiently 
specific, according to the-ordinary import of words; and if it were 
treated as sufficient in law, the manifest purpose of the Legislature 
would be defeated. Usually it does not prove difficult to test the truth 
of the statement that a man was born or resides in a particular county, 
by reference to the tax lists, poll-books, church records, or by resorting 
‘to other means of acquiring information; nor, when the statement is 
verified, to determine whether he is disqualified by any record existing 
in such county or in the next one to which he migrated from that; but 
with no more definite clue to the previous history. of a person than the 
fact that he was born in North Carolina, the most diligent efforts to 
trace his past movements must almost imevitably prove vain. 

The electors of Little River Precinct in Little River Township who 
caused the name of the coynty of their birth to be recorded opposite 
their names,, and “Montgomery County” to be entered as their place of 
residence, we think complied with the requirements of the statute. 
But the registration at Bean’s Mill Precinct was fatally defective in 
stating the electors’ places of birth to be “North Carolina.” 

As we understand the facts, the case comes before us now upon an. 
intimation based upon an admitted state of facts as to the registration 

in certain precincts only, which induced the relator to submit 
( 942) to judgment of nonsuit and appeal. All other grounds upon 
which plaintiff relies are reserved, as are all other grounds 
of defense, to await the decision as to the legality of the registration 
at Bean’s Mill and Little River precincts. 

For the error in holding that the registration in Little River Pre- 
cinct was not valid, if the testimony of the registrar was believed, the 
relator is entitled to a new trial. The courts have no more right to ‘look 
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to possible consequences of enforcing a law than they have to conjecture 
as to the motives of the Legislature in enacting it, provided the law 
passed is within the limit of its powers. Whatever defects there may 
be in the registration books, as they appear today, it will not be difficult 
for electors to have them cured before the next general election, as 
there will be abundant time to give notice. Where an elector may 
be again sworn, we see no reason why blanks may not be filled or 
improper entries erased and proper ones substituted opposite to his 
name as already recorded in the book. 


CLARK, J., concurring in result, but dissenting in part from the © 
reasoning : 

It is within the power ce the Legislature to adopt reasonable regula- 
tions in regard to the registration of voters. The act in question is 
not obnoxious to any charge of interference with the constitutional 
right of voting. The requirement that the party offering himself for 
registration shall give his place of birth, his place of residence, and 
the township from which he has removed, is reasonable, as 1t aids the 
purpose of tracing out and preventing attempted frauds on the elective 
franchise. | 

When the voters in Little River Township and precinct, to the 
interrogatories of the registrar, gave simply “Montgomery County” 
as their place of birth and residence, such answer, if truthful, and in 
the absence of a requirement in the statute that the voter should __ 
particularize further by giving the name of the town or town- (248) 
ship of birth and residence, was sufficient, and it was error to 
hold that the votes of persons so registered should be thrown out. Most 
especially is this so when the officer of the law received such responses 
without objection or demand for further particularity or identification 
_ on the part of the voter. 

As to the voters at Bean’s Mill Precinct, Ophir Township, the 
response of “Montgomery County” as place of residence was, aS we 
have said, sufficient, especially when no further information was 
sought by “the eae The response of “Ophir” to the question as 
to the township whence the voter had removed was sufficiently definite, 
and could only be understood as meaning that the voter was still, as he 
had been at the previous election, a resident of that township. The — 
response giving “North Carolina” as the place of birth is indefinite. 
But it was error in the court to hold, as a matter of law, that per se 
this was the fault of the voter, and invalidated the vote given by him. 
_ Whether it was so or not depended upon the facts of the case. If the 
registrar, when such response was given, had asked for a fuller and 
more definite response, and. this had been refused or not given, then 
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there would have been conduct on the part of the person offering to 
register which might be justly held as sufficient to deprive him of the 
right to vote. But the registrar is the officer of the law. He is ap- 
pointed to make inquiries and set down the replies. When, in response 
_ to the inquiry as to the place of birth, the elector in good faith, and 
thinking he had complied with all that was required of him, responded 
“North Carolina,” he was guilty of no disobedience of law or other act 
which deprived him of his right to vote. If the response was not suffi- 
ciently definite, the representative of the law, the registrar duly ap- 
pointed, sworn and paid to perform the duty of taking the registration, 
| should have asked the elector to respond more particularly; and 
(244) if the registrar failed to do so, the neglect of duty was on the 

part of the registrar. The elector might well be justified -in tak- 
ing the acquiescence of the officer as a representation that the answer 
was a full compliance with the requirements of the law. Any other 
view, it would seem, would make the registration of voters not an impar- 
tial observance of regulations to protect the electoral franchise and to 
prevent frauds upon it, but would furnish opportunities whereby the 
trusting, the unwary, the unskilled or the ignorant would be deprived of 
their constitutional right of exercising the right of voting. This pre . 
supposes that the answers of the party offering to register were made 
in good faith, and this is a presumption of law, as the burden of invali- 
dating such vote is upon the plaintiff, who is seeking to reverse the re- 
sult of the vote as cast. Of course, if the voter is shown to have an- 
swered evasively and indefinitely on purpose, in bad faith, or if asked 
for further information, refuses it, or if informed that his reply is in- 
sufficient, he failed to make it more definite, the fault would be his, and 
his intentional noncompliance with the reasonable ee of the 
statute would invalidate his vote. 

As to voters from Troy Township, in regard to whom it appeared: that 
the inquiry required by law was addressed, which they failed or refused 
to answer, such votes were properly held invalid 

Davis, J., concurred in the opinion of Crark, J. 

Per Cin | . i Error. 


Cited: Reid, ex parte, 119 N. C., 646; ui v. Tatinone, 120 
N. C., 484. 
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(245) 


W. J. WYATT v. THE LYNCHBURG AND DURHAM RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 


Arbitration and Award—Evidence. 


Upon the filing of an award directing payment to the plaintiff of a certain 
sum in dollars and cents, the defendant moved, upon affidavits setting 
forth the contracts upon which the award was based, that the judgment 
to be rendered thereon should be so framed that defendant might dis- 
charge the same with certain bonds, as stipulated in the said contract: 
Held, that evidence aliunnde of principle upon which the award was 
based was not competent: and it being regular on its face, and no. 
objection on account of fraud, mistake, or irregularity being made, it 
should be affirmed. 


Morton to enter award, before Boykin, J., at March Term, 1891, 
of DurHam. | 

The action was brought to recover a balance alleged to be due for 
work done and material furnished on the construction of defendant | 
Lynchburg and Durham road. 

At the return term, and before any pleadings were filed, the cause 
was referred to arbitrators with directions to make -an award and 
report it to the court. This was done, and a sum in dollars and cents 
was awarded to be due the plaintiff. Upon motion to enter judgment 
according to the award, the defendants, The Penn Construction Com- 
pany and Codwise & Allen, moved that the judgment should be so 
framed that they might discharge it with certain bonds issued in aid of 
the Lynchburg and Durham Railroad by certain townships of Person 
County, and supported this motion by affidavit that the contract under 
which the work was done contained a provision to that effect; that the 
contract was before the arbitrators on their hearing, and their atten- 
tion was particularly called thereto. The contract was also 
offered in evidence on this motion. | | . (246) 

The motion of defendants was overruled, and judgment entered 

in pursuance of the award, from which defendants Penn Construction 
| Company and Codwise & Allen appealed. 


J. W. Graham, J. S. eG: W. W. Fuller, and J. Parker for, 
plaantiff. 
W. A. Guthrie for defendant 


Suxpuerp, J. Upon the coming in of the award the defendants intro- 
duced before his Honor an affidavit from which it appeared that in 
the contract on which this action is brought it was provided that the 
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defendants should have the privilege of paying for work done in Person 
County “in the valid county or township bonds of the said county,” 
the same to be received “in payment for said work at par and interest.” 
It also appeared by said affidavit that the contract was introduced 
before the arbitrators and their attention directed to the provision above 
mentioned. ‘he defendants then moved that the judgment should be 
so framed as to permit them to discharge the amount found to be due 
by the award by the payment into court of an- age amount in the 
said bonds. 

The award does not ‘set forth the terms of the contract, nor does it 
identify it as the same as that mentioned in the athdavit: Neither 
does it undertake to construe its provisions, nor in any other respect 
to decide according to law. It simply speaks of a contract between the 
parties, and declares that so many dollars and cents are due the 
plaintiff by the defendants. 

The settlement of controversies by arbitration is looked upon with 
great favor by the courts and, ordinarily, if the award be within the 

power of the arbitrators “and unaffected by fraud, mistake, or 
(247) irregularity, the judge has no power over it, except to make it 

a rule of the court and enforce it according to the course of the 
court.” Lusk v. Clayton, 70 N. C., 184. Even where they decide 
erroneously, the error will not vitiate the award unless it appears that 
they intended to decide according to law (Jones v. Frazer, 8 N. C., 
379; Hurdle v. Stallings, 109 N. C., 6), “for they are a law unto 
themselves, and may oes according ‘to their notions of justice, with- 
out giving any reasons.” Leak v. Harris, 69 N. C., 532. Unless the 
award discloses an intention to decide according to the law, such inten- 
tion can be shown in no other way. Ryan v. Blount, 16 N. C., 382. 
In the case just cited it appeared that the arbitrators improperly 
charged a guardian with compound interest, and testimony was heard 
which showed that they undertook to decide that question according 
to law. The judge set aside the award, and this Court, in reversing 
the judgment, said that “The court must have come to that conclusion 
(that is, that they intended to decide according to law) by conjecture, 
or by evidence aliunde; neither of which sources will do. It must 
plainly appear upon the face of the award; otherwise, it 1s taken that 
the arbitrators intended to be governed by thew own rules or notions of 
right. Both the law and the facts are referred to them, and where 
there is no fraud or mistake, the latter to be ascertained as before stated, 
the award is conclusive. It is in their judgment, as to both, that the 
parties confide.” Tested by the foregoing principles, we are unable to 
see any error on the part of his Honor in refusing the motion of the 
defendants. As we have stated, there is nothing in the award which 
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shows that the arbitrators intended to decide according to law. Had 
the contract mentioned in the affidavit been admitted in the pleadings, 
there might have been some ground upon which to base the motion, 
but even in that case the power of the court to interfere would be 
doubtful, as the submission to arbitration was not restricted to 

the ascertainment of how much was due upon the contract, (248) 
but it comprehended “all matters in controversy,” thus leaving 

the existence of the contract, as well as its terms and legal construction, 
to be determined entirely by the arbitrators. The affidavit shows that 
they had the contract mentioned by the defendants before them, and if 
they found that such was the contract and erred in its legal construc- 
tion, it is clear that their judgment cannot be reviewed unless, as we 
have said, it appéars that they intended to decide according to law. 
It may be that they found that such was not the contract, or that it 
had been modified, or that the defendants had waived the right to avail . 
themselves of the privileges claimed, or that, in estimating the amount . 
due in money, they considered the actual value of the bonds. Whatever . 
may have been the reasons upon which the arbitrators acted, we are 
very sure that, under the principle so often declared by this Court, his 
Honor committed no error in refusing the motion of the defendants. 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Herndon v. Ins. Co., post, 287. 


re 


| : | =e (249) 
HARPER WILLIAMS v. 8. ALBERTSON, Apr. 


An opinion will not be filed when it can serve no useful purpose. 


Morton by defendants, heirs at law and the administrator of Stephen 
M. Houston, to set aside an award, the judgment confirming the same, 
the sale and report thereof in accordance with said judgment, all of 
which proceedings were had in this action, heard at February Term, 
1891, of Duprin. Mel ver, J., presiding. 

The facts were found by the court, and thereupon it refused to grant 
the motion, and defendants appealed. | 


 W. RB. Allen for plainteff. < 
H. L. Stevens for defendants. 


Per Curtam: We have examined with much care the record in this 
case, and the points presented and argued by counsel have been fully 
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considered. As the principles involved have been often decided by 
this Court, and no useful purpose can be served by an opinion apply- — 
ing them to the particular facts of this case, it is sufficient to say that 
we think there was no error in the ruling of the court below, and 
that the judgment should be | 

Affirmed. — 


(250) — nn st.. 3 | 
| J. C. HUDSON v. D. B. JORDAN. 


A case will not be reversed on rehearing unless some point or authority 
was overlooked. 


Pertrion of the defendant to rehear and reverse the judgment of this 
Court rendered in this action at PODEUREY Term, 1891 (reported 108 
‘ N. C., 10). 


_G. V. Strong and C. B. Aycock for plaintiff. 
H. L. Stevens and W. R. Allen for defendant. 


Davis, J. It is of public interest that there shall be an end to hti- — 
gation.. It was said by the Chief Justice in Lmry v. R&R. #., 105 N. C., 
45: “It is but a reiteration of what has been said in a multitude of 
decided cases of this Court, to say that it will rehear a case only for 
very weighty considerations and when the alleged error clearly appears.” 
And upon a rehearing no. case should be reversed unless it appears to 
have been decided hastily, or some material point overlooked, or some 
authority was not called to the attention of the court, or when it 
appears that in the former decision some material fact was overlooked. 
See cases cited in Clark’s Code under Rule of Supreme Court, 53.” 
From a careful review of the former decision in the present case, we 
fail to observe any omission on the part of the court to consider care- 
fully and fully every point presented in the pleadings. It fully appears 
from the opinion of a majority of the Court, delivered by Crank, J., 
and the able dissenting opinion delivered by the Chief Justice, that the — 
decision sought now to be reversed was rendered upon a full and careful 
diseussion of the questions presented, and we affirm the decision then 
made. : 

Petition denied. 


Cited: Tucker v. Tucker, post, 334; Moore v. Beaman, 112 N. C., 
561; Mullen v. Canal Co., 115 N. C., 16; Weisel v. Cobb, 122 a GC. 
70; Hodgin v. Bank, 125 N. C., 503, B11. 
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| | (251) 
SIMEON WOOTEN v.. JOHN D. WALTERS Et At. 


Contract, When Divisible—Courts—Sale. 


Plaintiff and defendant entered into a parol agreement by which the former 
engaged to transfer to the latter a stock of merchandise and certain real 
property in exchange for the latter’s interest or shares, in a corporation. 
Possession was mutually delivered, but shortly thereafter the plaintiff 
notified defendant that he repudiated the contract, and brought suit to 
have it canceled and for repossession of the property so transferred by 
him: Held— 


1. The contract was divisible; and while the plaintiff was entitled to recover 
the possession of the real property—the contract for the sale thereof 
being. void under the statute of frauds—the title to the merchandise 
passed to defendant, who was entitled to recover the difference in the 
value thereof and the shares in the corporation which he had delivered 
to plaintiff. 


2. The defendants were properly adjudged to pay the costs of the action. 


Apprat at November Term, 1891, from Lznorr; Boykin, J. 


PLAINTIFF'S APPEAL 


The plaintiff brought this action to avoid the contract and recover 
the real and personal property hereinafter specified. The case was, 
by consent of the parties, referred. 

_The material facts found by the referee are as follows : 

_ 1. That in 1889 the plaintiff and defendants formed themselves into 
a company and were incorporated under the name of the Kinston Oil 
Mill Company, for the purpose of manufacturing cotton-seed oil. 

3. That no certificates or other evidence of stock were ever issued 
by said company. 

4, In November, 1889, the plaintiff agreed with the defendant J. D. 
Walters to sell to him ne stock of merchandise and two stores and lots, 
all being in LaGrange, and was to take in payment therefor the 
interests of the said J. D. Walters and the defendant Alex. 
Sutton in the said oil mill, the difference to be paid as it should (252) 
appear on estimation. | 

5. The contract above mentioned was entered into under the fol- 
lowing circumstances: Walters was at the store of Wooten, and a prop-. 
osition to trade was made, by which party is uncertain, and whether 
the stores were then named or not is uncertain. They agreed to meet . 
again that night. At night: Walters went to Wooten’s store, and after 
a while they agreed that the goods were worth 20 per cent less than 
their original cost. They then immediately began to talk about the 
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price of the stores, but did not agree as to their price; they then be- 
gan to talk about the price of the oil mill property. Walters said it was 
worth dollar for dollar for what had been put into the mill, Wooten 
thought he ought to make some reduction; Walters refused to do so. 
Then they began to talk again about the stores, but did not agree as to 
the price. At this point Walters said to Wooten, “Do we understand 
each other?” Wooten said he thought so. Walters said, “You are to take 
the oil mill property at what it cost us, and I am to take the goods 
at 20 per cent off first cost.” Wooten made no reply, but walked off to 
attend to some matter, came back, and they walked out of the store. 
Walters again named about the stores; Wooten asked $3,000; Walters 
offered $2,500. Before they separated they agreed on the price of the 
stores at $2,750, and Wooten then asked Walters when he wanted to take 
an inventory of the goods. 

6. The contract was not reduced to writing, nor any note or memo- 
randum thereof. 

8. After the inventory was completed, Wooten delivered the stores 
and goods into the possession of Walters. 

9. Wooten took possesion of the oil mill rane completed the 
erection of machinery, etc., and operated the mill about two weeks, 

and then stopped running the mill, and about a week after in- 
(253) formed Walters he should not carry out and complete the con- 

tract, and offered to return to him the mill property, and de- 
manded of Walters the return of the stores and goods. 

10. Walters has always been willing and able to perform his part 
of the contract, and several times so informed Wooten. 

Conclusions of law from the foregoing facts: 

1. That the contract for the sale of the stores and the goods is an 
entire contract, and cannot be divided or apportioned. 

9. That the plaintiff. Wooten is entitled to recover the possession of 
the two stores and lots mentioned inthe pleadings. 

3. That the plaintiff Wooten is not entitled to recover the goods, or 
the value of them, from the defendants. 

4, That the defendants are not entitled to have the contract enforced, 
as to the stores and lots. 

5. That the defendants are entitled to recover of the plaintiff 
$971.32, it being the amount paid plaintiff over the value of goods 
received from plaintiff. 

The court sustained the defendants’ exception to the first conclusion 
of law and “adjudged that the said contract is divisible.” 

The plaintiff filed exceptions as follows: 

“1, Plaintiff excepts to conclusion of law No. 3, that the plaintiff 
is not entitled to recover the goods or the value ‘of them from the 
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defendants; whereas he ought to have found that the plaintiff was 
entitled to recover the value of the goods, as he has found that the 
goods had been sold by the defendant J..D. Walters. 

“2. Plaintiff excepts to conclusion of law No. 5, wherein he finds that 
the defendants are entitled to recover $971.32 from plaintiff: whereas 
he ought to have found that the plaintiff was entitled to recover of the 
defendant John D. Walters the value of the goods, to wit, $7,134.78, 
and interest thereon.” 

The court overruled these exceptions and gave judgment as (254) 
follows: 

“Tt is adjudged that the plaintiff recover of the defendants the two 
stores and lots mentioned in the pleadings; that the defendants retain 
possession of the stock of goods and general merchandise, and that the 
defendants recover of the plaintiff the sum of $971.82, the amount 
found due by the referee, with interest on the said amount from 
1 December, 1889, till paid: and further, that the plaintiff recover of 
the defendants his costs of this action, to be taxed. by the clerk.” 

The plaintiff assigned as error that the court sustained the defend- 
ant’s exception above mentioned, and overruled his exceptions above 
set forth, and appealed. 


George Rountree for plainirff. 
G. V. Strong, W. f. Allen, and C. B. Aycock for defendants. 


Merrrimon, C. J., after stating the case: A contract is entire, and 
not severable, when by its terms, nature and purpose it contemplates 
and intends that each and all of its parts, material provisions, and the 
consideration, are common each to the other and interdependent. .Such 
a contract possesses essential oneriess in all material respects. The 
consideration of it is entire on both sides. Hence, where there is 
a contract to pay a gross sum of money for a certain definite con- 
sideration, it is entire, and not severable or apportionable in law or 
equity. Thus, where a particular thing is sold for a definite price, 
the contract is an entirety, and the purchaser will be liable for the 
entire sum agreed to be paid. And so, also, when two or more things 
are sold together for a gross sum, the contract is not severable. The 
seller is bound to deliver the whole of the things sold, and the buyer 
“to pay the whole price, in the absence of fraud. Henee, it has been 
held that where a cow and four hundred pounds of hay were 
sold for $17, the contract was entire. Mr. Justice Story says (255) 
that “The principle upon which this rule is founded seems to be 
that as the contract is founded upon a consideration dependent upon 
the entire performance thereof, if for any cause it be not wholly per- 
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formed the casus foederis does not arise, and the law will not make 
provision for exigencies against which the parties have negelected to _ 
fortify themselves.” Such contracts are enforcible only as a whole. 
On the other hand, a severable contract is one in its nature and 
purpose susceptible. of division and apportionment, having two or 
more parts, in respect to matters and things contemplated and embraced 
by it, not necessarily dependent upon each other, nor 1s it intended by 
the parties that they shall be. Hence, an action may be maintained 
for a breach of it in one respect and not necessarily in another, or for- 
several breaches, while in other material respects it remains in tact. 
In such a contract the consideration 1s not single and entire as to all 
its several provisions as a whole; until it is performed it is capable of 
division and apportionment. Thus, though a number of things be 
brought together without fixing an entire price for the whole, but the 
price of each article is to be ascertained by a rate or measure as to the 
several articles, or when the things being of different kinds, though 
a total price is named, but a certain price is affixed to each thing, the 
contract in such cases may be treated as a separate contract for each 
article, although they all be included in one ‘instrument of convey- 
ance or by one contract. Thus where a party purchased two par- 
cels of real estate, the one for a specified price and the other for 
a fixed price, and took one conveyance of both, and he was after- 
wards ejected from one of them by reason of defect of title, it was 
held that he was entitled to recover therefor from the vendor. John- 
son v. Johnson, 3 Bos. & Pul., 162; Miner v. Bradley, 22 Pick., 459. 
So, also, it was held, Sie a certain farm and dead ‘stock 
(256) and growing wheat were all sold together, but a separate price 
. was affixed to each of these things, it was held that the contract 
was entire to each item and was severable into three contracts, 
and hence a failure to comply with the contract as to one item. 
did not invalidate the sale and give the vendor a right to reject. 
the whole contract. In such case the contract may be entire or several, 
according to the circumstances of each particular case, and the criterion 
is to be found in the question whether the whole quantity—all of the 
things as a whole—is of. the essence of the contract. If it appear that 
the purpose was to take the whole or none, then the contract would be 
entire; otherwise, it would be severable. It is sometimes difficult to 
determine whether the contract is entire or severable in such cases, and 
there is great diversity of decisions on the subject, “but on the whole, 
the weight of opinion and the more reasonable rule would seem to be 
that where there is a purchase of different articles at different prices 
at the same time, the contract would be severable as to each article, 
unless the taking of the whole was rendered essential either by the 
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nature of the subject-matter or by the act of the parties.” This rule 
makes the interpretation of the contract depend on the intention of 
the parties as manifested by their acts and the circumstances of each 


particular case. Brewer v. Tysor, 48 N. C., 180; Niblett v. Herring, . 


49 N. C., 262; Brewer v. Tysor, 50 N. C., 173; Dula v. Cowles, 52 
N. C., 290; Jarrett v. Self, 90 N. C., 478; Chamblee v. Baker, 95 N. C., 
98; Lawing v. Rintles, 97 N. C., 350; Manufactureng* Co. v. Assurance 
Co., ante, 176; Story on Cont., sees. 21, 25; 8 Par. Cont., 187; Whar. 
Contracts, secs. 338, 511, 748. : | | 
Applying the rules of law thus stated to the case before us, we are 
of the opinion that the contract to be interpreted, treated as executory, 
is severable and the sale of the goods therein mentioned was not neces- 
sarily an inseparable part of the land embraced by this contract. 
Although it is single, it embraces the sale of two distinct things, (257) 
each having a certain price affixed to it, and the price paid for 
the whole being susceptible of apportionment. Neither by the terms 
of the contract settled by the findings of fact nor by its nature and 
purpose does it appear that the storehouse lot of land and stock of 
goods, distinct things, were not necessary parts of an entire contract. 
These things were not necessary parts of each other; they were entirely 
capable of being sold separately. Nor does it appear that they were 
sold: as a single whole. On the contrary, they were spoken of and 
treated as different subjects of sale; a specified price was affixed to the 
land, and a distinct definite price affixed to the goods. Wherefore this 
distinction? Why was the price fixed as to the separate and distinct 
subjects of sale? As we have seen, the two things were not necessary 
to each other, and nothing was’ said or done by the parties, nor does 
anything appear to show that the party would not have made the — 
contract unless it embraced both the sale of the land and the stock of 
goods. The sale of the stock of goods was not part or parcel of the 
sale of the land, nor dependent upon it; although the sale of both were 
made at the same time and embraced by the same contract, severable 
in its nature and purpose, they were treated as distinct subjects of — 
sale, the price of each being definitely fixed. The mere fact that the 
plaintiff was about to change the character of his business did not imply 
‘that the storehouses and the land on which they were situate must -be 
sold with the goods, else the goods would not be sold. Such things are 
valuable to let for rent. There is an absence of anything that shows 
a purpose to sell the two things as an inseparable whole. When, there- 
fore, the plaintiff avoided the contract, not reduced to writing as to the 
land, as he might do under the statute pertinent, he did not avoid the 
contract as to the stock of goods; the contract was severable, and as to 
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the goods was valid and remained of force and continued to have effect. 
_ It seems that really the contract was executed as to the goods, 
(258) and the sale might on that ground be upheld without reference 
to the ineffectual sale of the land, but no question in that aspect 
of the case was raised. 
Affirmed. — DEFENDANTS APPEAL 


Mrrrimon, CO. “J.: This action is somewhat peculiar. Its purpose 
is to avoid a contract not reduced to writing in respect to real and per- 
sonal property. The plaintiff recovered the real property, but not the 
personal property. As to the latter, the court by its judgment settled 
the rights of the parties favorably to the defendants. The court gave 
judgment against them for costs, and this they assigned as error. The 
statute (The Code, sec. 525) prescribes that costs shall be allowed of 
course in favor of the plaintiff upon a recovery in an action for the 
recovery of real property, or when a claim to real property arises on 
the pleadings, or in an action to recover the possession of personal 
property. But the defendant shall be allowed costs in’ such actions 
unless the plaintiff be entitled to costs therein. There is no provi- 
sion that limits the allowance of costs in favor of the plaintiff in case 
of only a partial recovery in such action. The language of the statute 
as to them is comprehensive and without exceptive provision. In 
Wall v. Covington, 76 N. C., 150, it was held that no part of the costs 
in such action can be taxed against the party recovering. And in 
Horton v. Horne, 99 N. C., 219, it was decided, in an action to recover - 
personal property, that if the plaintiff establishes his title to only a 
portion of the property delivered to him under claim and delivery 
proceedings, he will be entitled to cost. Parties to recover costs 

only in the cases and as allowed by statute. We think the court 
(259) properly allowed the plaintiff his costs. R. R v, Phillips, 
/ T8N.C., 49. 

If it be granted that this is not strictly an action for the recovery of 
real or personal property, then it would be embraced by the statute 
(The Code, sec. 527.) in respect to costs, and costs would be allowed in 
the discretion of the court; and nothing to the contrary appearing, it 
would be taken that the court gave judgment in the exercise of -its 
discretion in favor of the plaintiff. Gulley v. Macy, 89 N. C., 348. 

Affirmed. | 


Cited: Field v. Wheeler, 120 N. C., 270; Williams v. Hughes, 139 
N. C., 20; Grocery Co..v. Bag Co., 142 N. C., 186; Phillops v. Little, 
147 N. C., 288; Walles v. Construction Co., 152 N. C., 106; Cotton Mills 
v. Hosiery Mills, 154 N. C., 467; Harvester Co. v. Parham, 172 N. C., 
392; Swain v. Clemmons, 175 N. C., 242. 7 
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ALLEN CROOM vy. SAMUEL SUGG eT At. 


Evidence—H andwriting—F orgery—E stoppel. 


1. A plaintiff who brings an action against the executors of a person whose 
estate is charged with a Hahbility is estopped to deny the execution of 
the will under which they were appointed and qualified; and the original 
will taken from the records of the court is competent, without further 
proof of its execution, as a basis of comparison in determining the gen- 
uineness of the handwriting of testator to the instrument in controversy. 


2. Upon the trial of an issue as to the genuineness of a paper alleged to | 
have been forged by plaintiff, evidence that plaintiff was skillful in 
imitating the handwriting of others, and that he himself proclaimed 
that fact, is competent. 


AppraL from Boykin, J., at February Term, 1892, of Greene. 

The action was brought to recover on what purported to be a bond 
executed by Fannie Sugg, defendant’s testatrix, to the plaintiff. 

After a number of other witnesses had testified for defendants (260) 
that the signature to the bond sued on was not genuine, G. W. 
Sugg, having qualified as an expert, was asked to compare testatrix’s 
signature to ber will and codicil under which defendants were acting 
as executors, and which was a record of the court, with that to the 
bond which purported to have been executed by her. The first assign- 
ment of error was the ruling of the court admitting this testimony. 

Defendants asked a witness “if he heard the plaintiff, Allen Croom, 
tell Thomas Sugg that he (plaintiff) could imitate anybody’s hand- 
writing and it would never be detected,” the plaintiff having previously, 
on his cross-examination, been asked if he had not made such statement 
to said Thomas Sugg, and having answered that he had not. Plaintiff 
objected to the question and answer; objection overruled; exception by 
plaintiff. Witness then answered that he “heard plaintiff tell Thomas 
Sugg about fifteen years ago that he (plaintiff) could imitate any- 
body’s handwriting and it could not be detected.” 

Plaintiff appealed. 


George Rountree for plaintiff. 
Swift Galloway for defendant. 


Avery, J. The burden would have been upon the plaintiff to prove, 
if the fact had been denied, the allegations of his complaint that Fannie 
Sugg had made a will; that it had been duly proven, and that defend- 
ants had qualified as executors appointed by its terms. He could have 
shown that the defendants were her personal representatives, as alleged 
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in this action,’ pending as it was in the Superior Court of Greene 
County, by the introduction of the original will on file as a record of 
the court, or by a properly certified copy of it. The Code, sees. 2173 
to 2176; S. v. Vowght, 90 N. C.,°741; Darden v. Steamboat Co., 107 
N. C., 487; Davenport v. McKee, 98 N. C., 500. The paper: offered 

constitutes a part of the testimony which it would bave been 
(261) essential that the plaintiff should introduce to meet a general 

denial of his own declarations. It would be equivalent, there- 
fore, to allowing him to question his own right to sue the defendants 
and to raise a doubt as to his own status in court, were he permitted to 
say that the signature to the will is not genuine. For the purposes 
of this action we think that the plaintiff is estopped to deny the execu- 
tion of the will which authorizes the defendants to represent the estate 
of testratrix, and that the witness was properly allowed to compare the 
signatures to the will and codicil with that to the bond sued on, as he 
is precluded denying the truth of his own allegations in the 
pleadings. Tunstall v. Cobb, 109 N. C., 316; 7 Am. & Eng. Enc., 2b, 
and note. 

It would unquestionably have been competent to prove, in connection 
with the testimony tending to show. the signature to the bond to be a 
forgery, that the plaintiff, who had set it up as genuine, was unusually 
clever in imitating the handwriting of others. The testimony being 
competent, his own declarations against his own interest were, as in all 
other cases, as clearly admissible as any other evidence to establish the 
truth of the alleged fact. May v. Gentry, 20 N. C., 249; Braswell v. 
Gay, 75 N. C., 515. 

The introduction of testimony for the purpose of showing that the 
signature to the bond was not genuine involved a suggestion of turpi- 
tude on the part of the payee and holder, and it was not irrelevant to go 
a step further and show that the plaintiff had the skull to qualify as well 
as the motive to stimulate him to commit the forgery. 

No error. 


Cited: 8S. v. Noe, 119 N. C., 851. 


(262) . | : 
. W. B. RACKLEY v. J. T. CHESTNUTT. 


Deed—Correction—H vidence. 


A deed conveying land to C., “and the children of the natural issue of her 
body, . . . to have and to hold unto the said C. and the issue of her 
body forever and clear from all manner of encumbrances,” with war- | 
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ranty to C. forever, contains evidence upon its face of a purpose to 
convey the fee sufficient to warrant a decree for correction by inserting 
the necessary words of inheritance. 


Apprat at December Term, 1891, of Sampson, from Boykin, J. 

The action was brought for the recovery of the possession of the land 
_ described in the complaint, and for the correction of a certain deed 
from one Jacob Chestnutt to one Eliza J. Chestnutt, his grandchild, 
and who afterwards intermarried with the plaintiff, and died, leaving 
one child, an infant of a few weeks, who also died, leaving the plaintiff 
surviving. <A copy of the said deed is hereto attached, marked exhibit 
“A,” and made part of this case. | 

The only issue submitted to the jury was: 

‘Did Jacob Chestnutt stand in the relation of a parent to Eliza J. 
Chestnutt at the time of the execution of the deed, on 13 February, 
1872?” Ans.: “Yes.” | 
_ The only evidence offered by the plaintiff upon this issue was the 
deed itself. 

The defendant objected to the deed as evidence upon this issue, upon 
the ground that the fact of the execution of the deed and the contents 
and recitals therein are not evidence of the relation assumed by the 
grantor, and that proof of the relation must be made altunde the deed.. 
This objection was overruled, and the defendant excepted. 

The defendant offered no evidence. 

Upon the rendering of the verdict, the defendant moved— 

1. For a new trial, for that his Honor erred in admitting the (263) 
deed as evidence upon the issue submitted to the jury. 

2. For judgment, notwithstanding the verdict, upon the enae “that 
there could be no judgment for the plaintiff saforminé and correcting 
the deed until a jury had found affirmatively, upon an issue submitted, 
that the words “their heirs” had been omitted by mistake ead 
inadvertence. 

Both motions were overruled. | 

Judgment was rendered for the plaintiff, correcting the deed by insert- 
ing after the words, “Eliza J. Chestnutt and the issue of her body,” as 
they appear in the premises and the habendum of the deed,. the words, 
“and their heirs,” and declaring the plaintiff the owner in fea simple ar 
the land described. in the dena: From this judgment the defendant 
appealed. 

The portions of the deed material to the question were: 

“Witnesseth, that I, the said Jacob Chestnutt, for and in considera- 
tion of the natural love and affection I do have and bear towards my 
granddaughter, Eliza J. Chestnutt, and a further consideration of the 
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sum of $5, to me in hand paid by J. R. Beaman (whom I will, in this 
deed of gift, appoint as her guardian), the receipt of which I do hereby 
acknowledge, do give, grant, bargain and sell, and alien, enfeoffed, 
conveyed, and confirm and set over for himself, his heirs, executors, 
administrators and assigns, and do fully, freely and absolutely give, 
grant, bargain, sell, alien, enfeoffed, convey and confirm, and set over 
unto the said Eliza J. Chestnutt and the children the natural issue of 
her body; and if she, the said Eliza J. Chestnutt, should die without 
leaving a child or children, then the lands as herein described and given 
to her shall descend back to my lawful heirs. All that piece or parcel 
of land, etc., saving and reserving the free use of the above described 
lands to myself during my natural life. To have and to hold the 
| above bargained premises, thereunto belonging in any way to 
(264) the said Eliza J. Chestnutt and the issue of her body, as here- 
tofore described, forever free and clear from all manner of 
encumbrances whatever, except the use of the above described lands 
during my natural life, as before mentioned; and I, the said Jacob 
Chestnutt, do warrant and defend the right and title of the aforemen- 
tioned lands to the said Eliza J. Chestnutt forever; and I hereby 
appoint my trusty friend, John R. Beaman, guardian of the said Eliza 
J. Chestnutt, at my death, if he should be the longest liver.” 


W. R. Allen for plaintoff. 
D. B. Nicholson (by brief) for defendant. 


- SHEPHERD, J. This case 1s governed. i the pendioiss declared. in 
Vickers v. Leh, 104 N. C., 248; Moore v. Quince, 109 N. C., 85, and 
Sautders v. Saunders, 108 N, C., 327. The judgment is, therefore, 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Whichard v. Whitehurst, 181 N. C., 81, 84. 


M. W. BUFFKINS y. D. EASON, 


Counterclaim—T rial—J udge’s Charge. 


1. An allegation in answer that the property for the recovery of which the 
suit is brought belonged to plaintiff and defendant as partners, does 
not constitute: a counterclaim. 


2. When the evidence upon an issue is conflicting, it is error in the court to 
direct the jury to return a verdict for one of the parties—the jury alone 
being the judge of the weight of the evidence. 
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Apprst at Fall Term, 1891, of Pasqvoranx, from Brown, J. 

The complaint alleges that the plaintiff is the owner and entitled to 
have possession of a quantity of corn specified therein, and that the 
defendant wrongfully detains the same, ete. 

The answer denies all the material allegations of the com- (265) 
plaint. It also alleges, as matter of defense, that the plaintiff 
and defendant are partners in trade, and that the corn in controversy 
belongs to them as such partners. No cause of action or counterclaim 
in that respect is otherwise alleged. 

The plaintiff did not make reply to the answer, and the defendant 
moved for judgment upon the complaint and answer upon the ground 
that no reply was filed. The court denied this motion, and the defend- 
ant excepted. 

On the trial the court submitted to the jury issues as follows: 

1. Did the defendant sell and deliver the corn described in the com- 
_ plaint to the plaintiff after the execution of the Paper rine dated 28 
August, 1890? 

2. Is the plaintiff entitled to the possession of the corn described in 
the complaint by virtue of the paper-writing, dated 28 August, 1890? 

3. Does defendant wrongfully detain same?’ 

To the first of these the jury responded in the Hecate 

The court charged the jury, upon all the evidence in the case, to 
answer the second and third issues in the aflirmative, which they 
accordingly did, and the defendant excepted. 

The plaintiff was examined as a witness in his own behalf, and put 
in evidence a paper-writing under seal, which was in effect an unregis-_ 
tered chattel mortgage to him executed by the defendant, embracing 
the corn in question. The subscribing witness thereto testified that he 
witnessed the same and saw it executed. 

The defendant was also examined as witness in his own behalf, and — 
his testimony and that of the plaintiff were much in conflict. He 
denied the plaintiff’s demand, and did not admit the execution of the 
paper-writing mentioned above. e The court gave Judgment for ' 
the plaintiffs, and the defendant pee | (266) 


No counsel for plaintsff. 


Grandy and Aydlett (by brief) for defendant. 


Merrimon, ©. J. The answer does not purport to allege a counter- 
claim, nor does it allege facts informally sufficient to constitute one. 
Tt simply alleges that the plaintiff and defendant were partners in trade 
and as such owners of the corn, the subject of controversy, as matter of 
defense. Such allegation “is to be deemed controverted by the adverse 
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party as tpon a direct denial or avoidance,” unless the court shall 
"require a reply to such new matter. The statute (The Code, secs. 248 
and 268) so provides. Price v. Hecles, 73 N. C., 162; Fitzgerald v. 
Shelton, 95 N. C., 519; Stanton v. Hughes, 97 N. C., 318. The court, 
therefore, properly denied the motion of the defendant for jndgment 
upon the complaint and answer. 

We are, however, of opinion that aS court guna in ‘directing the | 
jury, upon all the evidence, to respond in the affirmative to the second 
and third issues. The defendant did not admit that he executed the 
paper-writing under which the plaintiff claims the corn; indeed, he 
testified to a state of facts wholly inconsistent with it, and its several 
provisions. His testimony was, in all material respects, in conflict 
with that of the plaintiff. He testified that he never delivered the 
corn to him and‘that the latter never made demand upon him for the _ 
same. The plaintiff testified directly the reverse. 

The unregistered mortgage, as between the plaintiff and defendant, 
had the effect, so far ag appears, to put the title to the corn in ques- 
tion, embraced by it, in the plaintiff. The court might have told the 
jury that if they believed the evidence of the subscribing witness, the. 

defendant executed the paper-writing mentioned, and in that 
(267) case they should respond to the second and chird issues in the 

affirmative. It was the province of the jury to pass upon the 
weight of the evidence, as the learned judge very well knew. No doubt, 
he omitted to instruct them in substance as above indicated, by ana: 
vertence; he may have done so, and omitted to so state in the case settled 
on ap al It does not, however, appear that he gave that instruction, 
and hence it must be taken that he did not. 

The judgment must be set aside, and a new trial awarded. 

Error. 


oad 


Cited: S.c., 112 N. C., 163; White v. Carroll, 146 N. C., 234. 


THE COMMERCIAL BANK OF DANVILLE v. W. H. S. BURGWYN et At. 


_Agency—Cor poration—N otice-——Fraud—Evidence—N egotrabl e 
Instrwment—Burden of Proof. 


1. A corporation is not pound: by the acts or chargeable with the knowledge 
of one of its officers or agents in respect to a transaction in which such 
officer or agent is acting in his own behalf, and does not act in ahy 
official or representative capacity. 
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2. When the maker of a note alleges fraud on the part of the payee in 
obtaining its execution, and offers proof tending to support that fact, 
the prima facie case of an endorsee before maturity that he took without 
notice is so far rebutted as to shift the burden on him to show that he 
purchased for value and in good faith; but when he has complied with 
this obligation, his prima facie case is restored, unless the circum- 
stances under which he took the paper are such as to amount to con- 
structive notice, when the burden is again transferred to the defendant 
‘to establish knowledge of the plaintiff of the vitiating facts. 


3. Where it was shown that a director of a bank, and also one of its dis- 
count committee, conferred with the president of the bank in relation 
to discounting paper which such director held as president of another 
corporation, and that, after consideration with other officers—the 
applying director taking no part in the matter—the paper was dis- 
counted in the usual course of business: Held, not to constitute evi- 
dence sufficient to go to the jury of notice of an alleged fraudulent ele- 
ment in the paper discounted. 


AppraL at Spring Term, 1891, of Vanor, from Whitaker, J. | 

On 14 June, 1888, the defendants executed the several negotiable 
notes sued on, due one year after date, to Ruffin, Hairston, and Ballou, 
who, in July following, endorsed them to the Southern Electric Light, 
Power and Construction Company, a Virginia corporation, of which 
one John F. Rison was president, and he was also at the same time one 
of the directors and discount committee of the plaintiff bank. 

In September, 1888, the Southern Electric Light, Power and Con- 
struction Company borrowed from plaintiff $1,207.08 for sixty days, 
giving its note therefor, and also depositing the notes now in controversy 
as collateral; the loan was renewed at maturity, and when it became 
payable the second time—in January, 1889—the plaintiff discounted 
the notes deposited as collateral, and from the proceeds the note of the 
electric company was satisfied and the surplus paid to it. The notes so 
discounted were endorsed by said Rison as president of the electric com- 
pany on 25 July, 1888, when they were first negotiated as collateral. 

When the notes became due, payment was demanded and refused, and 
several actions thereon were begun, which were consolidated with this 
one. : : 3 . 

The. defendants alleged that the execution of the notes was pro- 
cured by the false and fraudulent representations of Ruffin, Hairston, 
and Ballou, the payees, by which they (defendants) were 
cheated and defrauded, and which avoided the contract, and (269) 
that the successive endorsements and transfers made to the © 
electric company and to the plaintiff were devices to deprive defendants 
of opportunity to avail themselves of these facts; and that, at any 
rate, Rison had notice of the vitiating circumstances as early as 
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December, 1888, and that he being one of the directors and discount 
committee of plained. that fact fixed plaintiff with notice of all the 
circumstances of which he had knowledge. \ 

The evidence as to whether Rison had notice of the alleged fraud 
“was conflicting ; but the plaintiff offered much uncontradicted testimony 
tending to show that Rison did not act in his capacity as a director or 
member of the discount committee of plaintiff when he negotiated and 
endorsed the notes; that there was a by-law of the plaintiff which for- 
bade an officer of the bank to act on any paper in which he was. per- 
-sonally interested; that the bank had no notice of the alleged fraudu- 
lent practice, but took the paper in good faith, in the regular course of 
business, before maturity, and paid full value therefor. 

The following issue was submitted : 

“Is the plaintiff the bona fide owner of the notes sued on, having 
obtained the same for value without notice and before maturity ?”’ 
To which the jury responded, “No.” 

Among other things, the plaintiff requested his Honor to instruct the 
jury as follows: 

3. That if the notes ‘asad to the plaintiff for value and without any 
bad faith on its part, plaintiff must have a verdict. ; 

4. That there is no evidence of bad faith on the part of plaintiff in 
acquiring said notes. 

6. That the defendants must show in this case to the savistaotcn of 
the jury that J. F. Rison when in Henderson in December, 1888, was 
acting as the authorized agent of the plaintiff, under its sonetitnbion 
and by-laws, and as such that he was notified by the defendants that 

they would not pay their notes, or that they had offsets against 
(270) the same, or else any knowledge which said Rison then acquired 
would: not be notice to the plaintiff, and it must recover. 

7. There is no evidence that said Rison was the authorized agent of 
said bank at said time, and hence said bank had no such notice as the 
law merchant contemplates to defeat a recovery in this action. 

8. But even.if the Bank of Danville had any notice of any equity 
existing between the payers and payees of said notes when it bought the 
same, still if the Southern Electric Light Company had, previous to 
said time, owned said notes bona fide, and without such notice, and 
‘assigned same to the plaintiff, plaintiff will be and is such an innocent 
holder of said notes as will entitle him to a verdict in this case. 

9. That if J. F. Rison, president, representing the Southern Electric 
Light Company, was at any time an innocent holder for value of the 
said notes, and assigned them to the plaintiff for value, the plaintiff 
cannot be deprived of its right to recover. 
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10. That under all the circumstances of the case the court should 
instruct the jury that there is a presumption of law that said Rison 
was such holder. | 

11. There is no evidence that the Southern Electric Light Company 
had any notice of any equity existing between the original parties to 
these notes. 

13. That though there might have been fraud on the part of Ruffin, 
Hairston, and Ballou in procuring the execution of the notes sued on, 
still there is not sufficient evidence in this case to go to the jury that 
the plaintiff 1s not the owner, and did not acquire said notes before © 
maturity, without notice, and for a valuable consideration. 

14. If the jury believe, from the evidence, that at the time the 
plaintiff discounted the notes sued on, the same were presented to said 
bank by J. F. Rison for discount as president of the Southern 
Electric Light Company, then, unless it is shown affirmatively (271) 
that actual notice was given to said bank at that time, or prior 
thereto, of the defenses of the makers against the payees, the plaintiff 
could still be an innocent holder of said notes without notice. 

15. That if the director and vice-president of a bank, being also 
a member of the discount committee of said bank, procure the discount 
of a note which he holds as president of another company, and knows 
at the time of equities in favor of the makers against the payees, noth- 
ing else appearing, the law will presume that such person was not the 
agent of the bank, and that he did not make known his knowledge to 
said bank, and the bank will be held an innocent holder. 

Of the above instructions his Honor gave the 8th and 9th and all of 
the 15th, except the last line, and refused to submit the others, and the 
plaintiff excepted to the refusal to charge as requested. | 

Defendant asked his Honor to instruct the jury that if at the time 
said notes were discounted J. F. Rison acted upon the ‘discount com- 
mittee of the same with the president, and said Rison had notice that 
defendant claimed that said notes were executed by undue fraudulent 
representations of Ruffin, Hairston, and Ballou, then plaintiff would be 
bound by said notice. His Honor gave the instruction, and plaintiff 
excepted. | 

His Honor then ees the jury as follows: 

“The notes sued on are negotiable, and there is a presumption of law 
in favor of the plaintiff that it 1s the owner of the notes, and that it 
took them for value and before dishonor. But fraud in the inception 
of the instrument is pleaded by the defendants, and they have intro- 
duced evidence tending to establish such plea. This having been done 
by the defendants, the prima facte case made by the plaintiff is so far 
rebutted as to shift the burden of proof and to make it necessary for 
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the plaintiff to show that it is a bona fide purchaser for value before 
maturity, and without notice of the rights of the defendants as against 
the payees, Ruffin, Hairston and Ballou. If the plaintiff has 
(272) satisfied you by the preponderance of testimony that it became 
the bona fide purchaser for value of these notes before maturity 

and without notice of the equity or set-off of the defendants, then you 
will answer the issue submitted ‘to you, ‘Yes,’; otherwise, you will 
say ‘No.’ Z 

“If you shall find that J. F. Rison was a member of the plaintiff’s 
discount committee, and as such acted in the purchase by plaintiff of 
these notes, then whatever knowledge Rison may have had of the 
defendants’ Pig bus is the ‘knowledge of the plana) and the plaintiff 
cannot recover.’ | 

Plaintiff excepted to the charge of his Honor as given, especially that 
he charged, if the jury should find that J. F. Rison was a member of 
the plaintiff’s discount committee, and as such acted in the purchase 
by plaintiff of these notes sued on, then whatever knowledge Rison may 
have had of the defendant’s equities is the knowledge of the plaintiff, 
and the plaintiff cannot recover. 

Judgment for defendants, and plaintiff appealed. 


J. W. Graham, John Devereux, and A. W. Graham ue plainitff. 
S. F. Mordecaa for defendants. 


SHEPHERD, J. The defendants oe pleaded that the notes sued on 
were obtained by. the fraudulent representations of the payees, and 
testimony having been introduced in support of such plea, his Honor 
was correct in holding that the prima facie case of the plaintiff endorsee 
was so far rebutted as to shift the burden of proof and to make it 
necessary for it to show that it was a bona fide purchaser for value and 
without notice. Bank v. Burgwyn, 108 N. C., 62; Pugh v. Grant, 86 
N. C., 39. When, however, the plaintiff responded by showing that it 
acquired the notes bona fide for value, in the usual course of business 

and while they were still current, the prima facie case of the 
(273) plaintiff was restored, and unless the circumstances under which 

the purchase was aaae were of such character as to amount to 
constructive notice, the jury should have been instructed that the burden 
of proof was upon the defendants to establish knowledge on the part of | 
the plaintiff, at the time of its purchase, of the impeaching facts alleged 
in the answer. Daniel Neg. Instruments, sec. 819. | 

We are of the opinion that there is nothing in the testimony that 
amounted to such constructive notice: According to the testimony of 
J. F. Rison, all of the notes were endorsed in July, 1888, to the 
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Southern Electric Light, Power and Construction Company, and that 
the said company, through its president, the said J. F. Rison, endorsed 
them for value to the plaintiff some months before they were due. It 
is contended that the plaintiff was affected with any notice that could 
be imputed to the said Rison, because the latter was, at the time of the 
transaction, the vice- president and a director of the plaintiff and a 
member of its discount committee. It does not appear that Rison had 
any notice of the claim of the defendants until after the Burgwyn 
note had been discounted by the plaintiff; but conceding, for the pur- 
pose of the argument, that he had such notice at the time of the dis- 
counting of all of the notes, it is well established that the plaintiff can- 
not be affected therewith, unless Rison was acting in his official 
capacity for the plaintiff in the said discounting transactions. 

“The foundation principle upon which rests the doctrine that a party, 
whether an individual or a corporation, is chargeable with notice 
imparted to his agents in the line of their duty, is that agents are pre- 
sumed to communicate all such information to their principals because 
it is their duty so to do. The principal is conclusively presumed to 
know whatever his agent knows, if the latter knows it as agent. Of 
course, no such presumption can exist where the agent is deal- 
ing with the corporation in the particular transaction in his own (274) 
behalf.” So. Law Review, 816. In such transaction the atti- 
tude of the agent is one of hostility to the principal. He is dealing 
at arm’s length, and it would be absurd to suppose that he would 
communicate to the principal any facts within his private knowledge 
affecting the subject of his dealing, unless it would be his duty to do 
so, if he were wholly unconnected with the principal. As was said 
by the court in Wickersham v. Chicago Zinc Co., 18 Kan., 481, “Neither 
the acts nor knowledge of an officer of a corporation will bind it in a~ 
matter in which the officer acts for himself and deals with the corpora- 
tion as if he had no official relations with it’; or, as was said in 
Barnes v. Trenton Gas Light Co., 27 N. J. Yiq., 33, “His interest is 
opposed to that of the corporation, and the presumption is, not 
that he will communicate his knowledge of any secret infirmity of the 
title to the corporation, but that he will conceal it.” 

This doctrine has been applied to the case of a director procuring 
the discount of a note for his own benefit, having knowledge that it is 
founded upon an illegal consideration (Bank v. Christopher, 40 N. J. L., 
435); or that it was made for his accommodation (Bank v. Cunning- 
ham, 24 Pick., 270); or that it was obtained upon a false pretense of 
having it discounted for the maker (Washington v. Lewis, 22 Pick., 
94); or that it was affected in his hands with certain conditions (Bank 
v. Leuceal, 18 La., 525); or with a claim of recoupment of which the 
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bank had no notice (Loomis v. Bank, 1 Dismey, 285); or with other 
equities (Savings Bank v. Boston, 124 Mass., 506). To the same effect 
are Corcoran v. Snow Cattle Co., 151 Mass., 74; Innerarity v. Bank, 
139 Mass., 332; Stevenson v. Ray, 26 Mich., 44; Frost v. Belmont, 
6 Allen, 163, and other cases. In the foregoing decisions the director 
was not acting in his official character in the particular transaction ; 
but had he been so acting, the bank, by a great preponderance of 

authority, would have been affected with his knowledge. 1, Morse 
(275) Banks, 187, and authorities. cited. The question, therefore, 

is, Did Rison act as a member of the discount committee of 
the plaintiff, or in any other official capacity in respect to the dis- 
counting of these notes? He testifies that he told the president and 
cashier of the plaintiff that the Southern Electric Light, Power and 
Construction Company, of which he was president, desired to have 
certain notes discounted; that he was informed that the plaintiff would 
let him know at 1 o’clock of that day; that he called at that hour and 
was told that the plaintiff would discount the paper. He also testi- 
fied as follows: “The transaction, as before stated, between the bank 
on one side and myself as president and representing the Southern 
Electric Light, Power and Construction Company on the other, was 
transacted as any other business matter of like nature is done with the 
bank. I did not sit in the board during the consideration of the paper 
discounted. The bank paid value for said note without any notice to it 
of any set-off or counterclaim by said Burgwyn, and is today the 
absolute owner and controller of said note. J have not at any time 
represented the bank in the foregoing transaction, at the time named 
or since.” He further testified that no director, interested in any way 
in any paper offered for discount, could, under the by-laws of the 
_ bank or the laws of Virginia, participate in the. deliberations of the 
discount committee in passing upon such paper. 

The cashier of the plaintiff testified that “The transaction was in 
nowise different from any others carried on between the bank and its 
customers”; that it was in good faith, and that Rison was not present 
when the note was discounted. 

The president testified that Rison “conferred” with him about the 
discount of the note, and submitted it to him for discount; that wit- 
ness said that he would inform him during the day, and that he told 

the cashier to discount it after he had made up his mind to do 

(276) so. He also stated that Rison was not present when the note 
was discounted, and that witness had no notice of the matters 
now pleaded by the defendants. This, the only testimony upon the 
subject, very clearly shows that Rison was not acting for the plaintiff 
as its director or agent in any capacity in the discounting of the said 
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paper, and this being so, it must follow that there was no constructive 
notice arising from the circumstances attending the transaction. His 
Honor, therefore, should have instructed the jury, after the plaintiff 
had by its testimony restored its prima facte case, that the burden was 
on the defendants to show actual notice. The failure to do this was an 
error of which the plaintitt may justly complain. 

We are also of the opinion that there was no sufficient evidence of 
actual notice. If there had been, the astute counsel for the defend- 
ants would undoubtedly have called it to our attention. He could only 
refer us to the expression of the president to the effect that Rison 
“conferred with him” about the discount of the note. Surely this was 
not sufficient to warrant the jury in finding actual notice of the mat- 
ters of defense set up by the defendants. Both the president and 
Rison explain what took place on the occasion. The note was sub- 
mitted for discount, and Rison was to be informed later in the day of 
‘the action which the plaintiff had taken. Both of them deny that the 
president had any notice; and it is very plain to us that testimony like 
this, which but barely raises even a conjecture in support of the view 
sought to be established, should not be submitted to the jury. March 
v. Verble, 79: N. C., 19; Wattkowsky v. Wasson, 71 N. C., 451; Brown 
vo. Kinsey, 81 N. C., 244; S. v. Waller, 80 N. C., 401. If such testi- 
mony is permitted to have the effect of rebutting the prima facie case 
of the holder of negotiable paper, the peculiar immunities incident to 
such obligations will be practically destroyed, and incaleulable damage 
inflicted upon the commercial world. 

If, as we have seen, the proma facie case of the plaintiff was (277) 
restored, the burden was on the defendant to prove notice in 
the plaintiff; yet the whole case was tried upon the theory that the 
burden was on the plaintiff to negative the existence of such notice. 
It must be apparent, therefore, that there was error in refusing at 
least some of the instructions prayed for. This is entirely manifest. 
from, the view we have taken that mer was no sufficient testimony of 
actual notice. 

Error. 


Cited: LeDuc v. Moore, 111 N. C., 517; Campbell v. Patton, 118 
N. C., 484; Bank v. Burgwyn, 116 N. C., 123; Bank v. School Com- . 
mittee, 118 N. C., 886; Shields v. Durham, ib., 455; Bank v. Fountain, 
148 N. C., 595; Brite v. Penny, 157 N. C., 114; Roper v. Ins. Co., 161 
N. C., 157; Gardner v. Ins. Co., 163 N. C., 379; Corporation Commis- 
ston é. Bank 164 N. C., 358; Trust Co. v. Bank, 167_N. C., 261; 
Smathers v. Hotel Co., 168 N. on 74; Anthony v. Jeffress, 172 N. C., 
381, 385. 
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J. P. CAMERON v. J. W. BENNETT. . 
Appeal—Practice. 


An appeal from a refusal to render judgment upon the pleadings, taken before 
the trial, will not be considered. The proper practice is to enter the 
motion, and, if it is refused, note an exception and proceed with the trial. 


Morton by plaintiff for judgment upon the pleadings, heard at Feb- 
ruary Term, 1892, of Rroumonp; Boykin, J. 
The motion was refused, and the plaintiff appealed. 


Burwell and Walker (by brief) for plaintiff. 
J.D. Shaw for defendant. : 


Crarx, J. Complaint and answer having been filed, the record states,. 
“Motion for judgment refused; motion denied; appeal by plaintiff.” 
No judgment having been rendered, no appeal lies. Taylor v. Bostic, 

93 N. C., 415; Baum v. Shooting Club, 94 N. C., 217; 8. vo. Ha- 
(278) zell, 95 N. C., 623; 8. v. Diwine, 98 N. C., 778. 
Besides, a counterclaim is in the nature of a cross-action, and 
the motion for judgment upon the pleadings was in the nature of a 
motion to dismiss the cross-action. It is settled that an appeal does not 
he from the refusal of a motion to dismiss an action. Mitchell v. Kal- 
burn, 74 N. C., 483; McBryde v. Patterson, 78 N. C., 412; R. RB. v. Rich- 
ardson, 82 N. C., 848; Plemmons v. Improvement Co., 108 N. C., 614. 
There are numerous other cases to the same effect. For the same rea- 
son, an appeal will not le for a refusal to dismiss the cross-action, in 
which the defendant is virtually plaintiff. Indeed, the proper course of 
procedure is pointed out in Walker v. Scott, 106 N. C., 56, in which it 
is said, “If an answer is insufficient, the plaintiff can move for judg- 
ment, and, if it ig refused, have an exception noted.” The plaintiff 
should have had his exception noted and have proceeded ‘with the trial. 
If the result of such trial had been in his favor, he would have desired 
no appeal; if it had been against him, his exception would have come 
up for review. The Court will not take “two bites at a cherry.” | 
Dismissed. 


Cited: Milling Co. v. Finley, post, 412; Duffy v. Meadows, 131 N. C., 
33; Barbee v. Penny, 174 N. C., 5738; Williams v. Bailey, 177 N. C., 40; 
Thomas v. Carteret, 180 N. C., 111; Duffy v. Hartsfield, ob., 152. 
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C. M. HERNDON y. THE IMPERIAL FIRE INSURANCE COMPANY 
| OF LONDON. 


Arbitration and Award—Insurance. 


1. If an award, upon its face, appears to be complete and final, and contains 
no erroneous view of the law upon which it is based, every reasonable 
presumption will be made in favor of its validity; but it may be attacked 
by evidence aliunde that it was procured by fraud, and that the arbitra- 
tors refused to hear competent testimony. 


2. Two arbitrators chosen, under a stipulation in an insurance policy, agreed . 
upon an award and prepared a paper containing it, but being uncertain 
under the reference whether they had passed upon ali the questions sub- 
mitted, took it to the adjusters representing the insurance company, and 

said the award was not complete if it was proper for them to consider 
other items; otherwise, it was; and being assured that it was not neces- 
sary to pass upon any other question, signed it, when, in fact, the refer- 
ence did embrace the other matters: Held, it was not error to submit 
to the jury the fact whether there was a final agreement upon and 
delivery of the award. 


MERRIMON, C, J., and: SHEPHERD, J., dissenting. 


Action on an insurance policy to recover for loss by fire, tried at 
_June Term, 1891, of Duruam, before Boykin, J. 

The issues and findings were as follows: : 

1. Has there been an arbitrament and award as to the amount of 
damages which plaintiffs could recover under this policy ' Ans.: No 
award. 

2. Did plaie ‘file. with aia notice and proof of loss, as 
required by the policy? Ans.: N 

3. Did defendant waive notice 4 proof of loss? Ans.: Yes. 

4. What was the damage done by the fire to the property included in 
the policy? Ans.: Nine thousand two hundred dollars, with interest. 

The other material facts are stated in the opinion. 


J. W. Graham and W. W. Fuller for plaintiff. | (280) 
J. W. Hinsdale and J. 8. Eonang for defendant. 


Avery, J. The plaintiff and screndant selected each an appraiser, 
under a condition of the policy which provided that where they could 
not agree as to the amount of loss or damage two appraisers might 
be so chosen, and a third added at the demand of either insurer or 
insured, to determine “the sound value and loss or damage to the 
property partially or totally destroyed.’ Another stipulation reserved 
to the company “the right to take the whole or any part of the property 
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so damaged at the appraised value, or fo repair, rebuild, or replace 
the property lost or damaged with other of like kind and value,” ete. 
The single question really presented by the appeal is whether the 
paper signed by the arbitrators was completed and delivered as their 
award. In the charge of the court to which exception was taken, the 
jury were told that “If Dewey and Heartt (the appraisers) jointly 
agreed and jointly reported, and any tume elapsed before Heart . 
expressed his dissent, the award was good. If they ever agreed, the 
arbitrament was final, and the plaintiff cannot recover.” The alleged 
award was in evidence, and the court told the jury if it was agreed to 
by the appraisers it was final, and would bar recovery by plaintiff. 
The unavoidable implication arising out of the language used was that 
there was no question as to the fact that the paper was, upon its face, 
in the absence of extrinsic proof, .a sufficiently full and a final award as 
to all matters involved in the controversy. The attention of the jury 
was confined to the single question of fact whether both parties agreed 
to the report and signed and delivered it as their award, intending it 
to be unconditionally a final determination of all issues raised by the 
pleading. When the judge told the jury in language so explicit 
(281) that the controversy was narrowed down to the single inquiry 
whether both agreed to sign and did deliver the paper as their 
joint award, there was no more necessity for the negative averment. in 
his charge that the paper could not be attacked for any defect apparent 
upon its face, or that the appraisers had not undertaken to decide a 
question of law and missed it, than there was for any other abstract 
statement. of the general doctrine of arbitration and award, embodying 
a proposition of law correct theoretically, but in fact inapplicable to 
the testimony to which the attention of the jury was directed, or 
unnecessary in view of instruction already given. When the court 
told the jury that the award in its present form was final if “the 
appraisers jointly agreed and jointly reported it,” how would it have 
helped the jury to a conclusion to ns added “that the award upon its 
face covered all matters in dispute,” or “that it did not appear from 
the face of the award that the bin gens undertook to decide according 
to law and failed”? The judge went behind those questions and dis- 
pensed with all necessity for mentioning them, when he said that the 
award, in the shape in which it was before the jury, was a final 
adjustment of the controversy if 1t was executed and delivered by the 
appraisers. | 
The two appraisers, Dewey and Heartt, went from their room at the 
hotel to that occupied by the adjusters of the defendant company and 
several other companies which had issued policies on the property 
damegce and destroyed by the fire, Dewey having in his hand at Evaae 
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time a paper. In response to the inquiry from one of the adjusters 
whether they had finished their award, Dewey said, “We don’t know 
whether it is law for us to consider the value of the articles covered 
_ by the policy which were wholly destroyed and are not visible to the 
eye on the premises, or only such things as we saw partially destroyed; 
nor whether it is law for us to consider the labor and expense of 
erecting, testing, and regulating the machinery and getting 1t in 
working condition to make ice, and the freight on machinery (282) 
from its place of manufacture; or not. If it is law to consider. 

any of those things, then our award is not complete; if it is not law 
to consider any of them, then we are through.” One of the adjusters — 
replied, in the presence of the others, “You have considered all that is 
right. If there is anything left out, you can go back this afternoon 
and add it.” Heartt and Dewey then retired and shortly returned, when 
Heartt said, ‘Well, with the understanding that if any of the items that 
I have mentioned as not having been considered ought to have been 
considered, this is not to be our award, because it is not final and 
complete, I will sign it.” Heartt signed the paper and stepped out. 
Kenney, the defendant’s adjuster, immediately took up the paper and 
offered to pay Herndon the amount of the appraisement, it being now 
admitted that the appraisers were in error in failing to determine the 
matters mentioned by Heartt, and which he was uncertain as to the 
necessity for incorporating into the award. The plaintiff declined the 
offer and insisted upon having the award completed. | 

Heartt was recalled, and repeated what he had said; but Kenney 
and the other adjusters insisted that the duty of the appraisers was — 
at an end, and refused, in any event, to pay more than the sum named 
in the paper as the value of the damage assessed as far as the arbitrators 
had gone in estimating losses. 

It was expressly stipulated in the agreement to submit to arbitra- 
tion, that the appraisers should “estimate the loss upon property dam- 
aged and destroyed,” and also that they were “to make an estimate of — 
the actual cash cost of replacing and repairing the same or actual cash 
value thereof,” etc. It is not denied that the award is not so full and 
complete a report of loss as it was contemplated by the parties to this 
agreement that it should be, and that it is defective. in failing to 
determine the matters referred to by Heartt in his conversation (283) 
with the adjusters. 

It does not appear from the face of the report that the spanciae 7 
rested their decision upon any erroneous view of the law, and, there- 
fore, if both of them signed it unconditionally and delivered it as their 
award, it would not be subject to attack for omission through ignorance 
of the law as distinguished from arbitrary refusal to hear or consider 
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pertinent testimony as to material questions arising out of the: contro- . 
versy. Smith v. Kron, 109 N. C., 103; Hurdle v. Stallings, 109 N. C., 
6; Allison v. Bryson, 65 N. C., 44; Farmer v. Pickens, 83 N. C., 549; 
Robbins v. Killebrew, 95 N. G., 19. 

Where the award upon its face appears to be complete and Ral 
and sets forth no erroneous view of the law as a reason for the conclu- | 
sions stated, it will be presumed also that the arbitrators considered 
and determined all matters in dispute and passed upon all pertinent 
— evidence. Lobbins v. Kittlebrew, supra;y Willams v. Clouse, 91 N. C., 
— 3822; Jones v. Coffey, 97 N. C., 347; Gay v. Stancell, 76 N. C., 369. 

But though the award may be couched in such terms as to afford no 
intrinsic ground for impeachment, it has been expressly held by this 
Court that it may be attacked by evidence aliunde tending to show 
that there was fraud in procuring it, or that the arbitrators refused to 
consider pertinent testimony when offered. Hurdle v. Stallings, supra. 

A deed that contains all the formal parts necessary to pass the land 
described in it, and which had been duly proven and registered, is open 
to an attack, even in a court of law, on the ground that there was a 
want of capacity in the maker or fraud in the factum, or that it had 
~ not been delivered at all, or only as an escrow. Jones v. Cohen, 82 
N. C., 75; Clayton v. Rose, 87 N. C., 106; Mobley v. Groffin, 104 N. C., 
116; Helms v. Green, 105 N. C., 259; Galchrist v. Middleton, 107 N. C., 
679. And the registration of a deed is but proma facie evidence of its © 
actual delivery, which may be rebutted by testimony satisfactory to 

a jury. Devereux v. McMahon, 108 N. C., 146; Whitman »v. 
(284) Shingleton, rbid., 193; Williams v. Springs, 29 N. C., 384; 
Whitsell v. Mebane, 64 N. C., 345. | 

The Supreme Court of Massachusetts and the Court of Errors of 
New York concurred in holding at a very early period, as did this 
Court in Hurdle v. Stallings, supra, that though every reasonable pre- 
sumption would be made in favor of an award, evidence would be heard 
to impeach it for refusal of the arbitrators to hear material evidence. 
Van Cortland v. Underhill, 17 John., 405; Hdwards v. Stevens,.1 Allen, 
O15, | 

When Heartt announced that he was ready to sign the award as 
written, with the proviso mentioned, and was assured by one of the 
adjusters, in the presence of the others who were acting in concert with 
him, that they had considered everything that was necessary, but, if 
not, that Heartt might return in the afternoon and correct it, and 
Heartt signed it on that assurance, the award was not, in contempla- 
tion of law, delivered and published, because Kenney, the defendant’s 
adjuster, then picked it up and refused to agree to any amendment in 
the afternoon, as originally proposed. The fact that another of the 
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adjusters may have given the assurance while Kenney assented to it 
by his silence only, does not make it enforcible at the instance of the 
defendant, and not in favor of the company whose adjuster acted as 
spokesman for the party. While the law favors this mode of settling 
suits when the hearing is conducted fairly, the courts will not sanction 
such methods as were resorted to in this instance, if Heartt is to be 
believed, in order to induce an arbitrator to sign an award. If the 
award was signed when it was incomplete, because of the false assur- 
ance given by one of the adjusters, the others who were present acting 
in concert with him, will not be allowed to claim for their companies 
that they shall be permitted to reap the benefit of the falsehood. 
Where two arbitrators act, the award must be the expression of their 
concurrent conclusions. The jury evidently believed, if we 

judge from their findings under the instruction of the court, (285) 
that Heartt at least did not assent unconditionally to the award | 

in its present shape,.and that the adjusters refused to redeem their 
promise by permitting him to take it back in the afternoon for the 
purpose of amending it, if he could get the concurrence of his asso- 
clate, Dewey. The very question that Heartt could not decide might, 
by agreement of the appraisers, have been inserted in the award, and 
its validity made to depend upon the decision of the court as to the 
right of the plaintiff to have the evidence mentioned considered and 
passed upon (1 A. & E. Enc., 680, and note 2) just as arbitrators may 
waive their right and set forth their conclusions of fact and law, if 
they so elect, to be reviewed by the court. Smith v. Kron, supra. 

In Caldwell v. Dickinson, 15 Gray (Mass.), 371, the facts were that 
the arbitrators met and signed an award which, upon its face, was a 
complete settlement of the controversy; but when they met the parties, 
the chairman of the three stated verbally, as did Mr. Heartt, that he 
was “uncertain whether the paper expressed correctly what they had 
decided,” and that they might wish to amend the award on certain 
conditions. He gave copies to the parties and retained one for himself, 
which he afterwards amended when his associates were not present. 
The two other copies were not altered so as to correspond with that in 
the possession of the chairman. When the plaintiff proceeded to have 
the award in his possession enforced, the Supreme Court said, in pass- _ 
ing upon the foregoing facts, “It is clearly established that that writing 
did not contain the real decision of the arbitrators, but was made under 
a mistake, and was only published with a proviso that it should not be 
considered as their award, but should be corrected if the mistake which 
was then suspected should be afterwards -ascertained.”” The error into 
which Heartt feared they might have fallen, when he was-in.the 
room with the adjusters, he was ‘afterwards convinced had been 
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(286) made; but the adjusters refused to return the paper so that it 
| might be amended in accordance with the wish of the appraisers, 
as expressed for both by Heartt in the presence of Dewey. The papers 
that they took possession of do not contain the award of the two 
appraisers, according to the testimony of Heartt, and there was no error 
in submitting to the jury, as concisely as the faded did, the question 
of fact whether the appraisers completed their award and concurred 
in it as their joint report in the form in which defendant seeks to 
enforce it. The jury found, in effect, upon a fair submission of the 
question, that the paper did not ene all of their award, and we 
think that the judgment of the court that the plaintiff recover the 
amount of damage assessed, with costs, was in accordance with law. 
The usual course is to order such an award upon such facts as were 
found to be set aside (Hurdle v. Stallings, supra), but the judgment 
was founded upon the idea that it was invalid, and no suggestion was 
made that it should be amended in this respect, if it is really material 
to do so. 

We do not think that the jctondant= tees failing to enforce the 
award and refusing to submit to amendment, should be allowed at this 
late day, when defeated in its main purpose, to send the plaintiffs out 
of court by a tardy acquiescence in the rejected proposition to amend. 
After getting control of the paper “the adjusters refused to pay more 
than -the award named in the paper, and insisted that it was: final, 
and that the appraisers’ duties were at an end.” Hence this suit, in 
- which the plaintiffs have proceeded upon the idea that the arbitrators 
were indeed functi officio. 

We do not deem it necessary to take up in detail the thirty-six 
requests for special instructions, or pass upon some other questions 
suggested by the argument, but to which + we attach no Importance. 


“it 987) SuepHErD, J., dissenting: I very ‘much regret my inability 
to agree with the court in the disposition which it had made of 
this appeal. Under the provisions of the policy the parties agreed to 
submit their differences as to the amount of the “loss and damage” 
arbitration, and the validity of the award made in pursuance of said 
agreement is the chief question presented for our consideration. _ 

It appears that the arbitrators had some difficulty in determining 
whether, as a matter of law, a certain expense account should be 
allowed the plaintiff, but it is admitted that there is nothing upon the 
face of the award to indicate that they undertook to decide that ques- 
tion according to legal principles. It is conclusively settled, as said by 
Avgry, J., in Smith v. Kron, 109 N. C., 104, that arbitrators “are a law 
to themselves, are not bound to decide corrently, and unless they gratui- 


200 


N. ©.) FEBRUARY TERM, 1892. 
HERNDON v. INSURANCE Co. 


tously incorporate in their award erroneous views of the law as rea- 
‘sons for the conclusions reached, their action, in the absence of fraud, is 
not subject to review. Robbins v. Killebrew, 95 N. C., 19; Miller v. 
Bryan, 86 N. C., 167.” To the same effect is the opinion of the Court 
in this case. It is also well settled in this State that evidence aliunde 
will not be heard for the purpose of showing that the arbitrators © 
intended to decide according to law. Ryan v. Blount, 16 N. C., 382; 
Wyatt v. R. &., ante, 245. These principles being established, and, indeed, 
conceded by the court, I am clearly of opinion that his Honor erie im 
refusing to give the fifth instruction prayed for by the defendant, viz.: 
“That it does not appear upon the face of the award that the air hibrae 
tors undertook to decide according to law, and that the award cannot be 
set aside on account of a mistake of law,” ete. Not only did the court 
fail to give this instruction, but the jury were told that “If the award 
was made to hinge upon supposed principles of law, and they were 
erroneously decided, the award was not final and complete.” So there 
_ was not only a failure to give an admittedly proper construc- , 
tion, but there was a charge directly in the teeth of it. It may (288) — 
be urged, however, that the error is cured by the following - 
language of the judge: “If they (the arbitrators) once agreed, the 
arbitrament is final, and the plaintiffs cannot recover”; but this lan- 
guage does not occur in immediate connection with he other part of 
the charge, but after the court had remarked upon the manner of 
making the report and the dissent of Heartt. But conceding that the 
two instructions may be reconciled (which I apprehend it is not easy to 
do) the same error is repeated later by the instruction that “If they (the 
arbitrators) came to the conclusion that they have no right as a 
matter of law to include the expense account, the plaintiff is entitled 
to a verdict upon the first issue.” It will be observed that the award 
was also attacked on the ground that there was yo delivery or publica- 
tion, and in the opinion of the Court upon that question I entirely 
coneur. Both of these questions, however, were comprehended under 
one issue (that is, whether’ there had been an “arbitrament and 
award”), and how is it possible to tell which view was adopted by the 
jury? If we could know that they found that the award was never 
legally delivered or published, the error would of course be harmless; 
but this does not appear, and we have no right to indulge in conjec- 
tures upon so serious a question. The charge, as set out in the case on 
appeal, is so brief that I very much question whether it fairly presents 
‘the instructions as actually given by the judge. .It may be but a sum- 
mary of the charge, which if given in full might reconcile the con- 
flicting language to which I have adverted. As. it appears in the 
record, I do not think it can be made to harmonize with the defendant’s 
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prayer for instructions and the unquestionably correct principles of 
law embodied therein: To say the least, it did not clearly present the 
view insisted upon by the defendant, and was calculated to 


(289) confuse the jury. | 
I am, therefore, most decidedly of the opinion that there should 


be a new trial. 


Mrraimon, C. J.: I concur in the above dissenting opinion. 


Perr Curram. . 7 | : Affirmed. 


~W. G. LEDUC, Receiver, v. GEORGE BRANDT ET At. 


Pleading—Parties—Causes of Action—J oinder of. 


A plaintiff in a creditor’s bill may join causes of action for the recovery of 

an indebtedness not theretofore reduced to judgment; for the removal - 

of an insolvent trustee; for the appointment of a receiver; to declare a 

conveyance to the creditor of the principal defendant void, and that a 

_ prior mortgage shall be foreclosed and the surplus money applied to the 

debts of other creditors; and persons having an interest in these several 
causes of action should be made parties defendant. . 


. Aorion, heard upon complaint and demurrer at January Term, 1892, 
of CumBerLanp, Boykin, J., presiding. 
The case is stated in the opinion. 


R. P. Buaton for plaintiff. 
G. M. Rose for defendants. 


SHEPHERD, J.: The plaintiff (who is the receiver of The People’s 
National Bank of Fayetteville) alleges that the defendant Brandt is 
indebted to the said bank in a large sum of money, which indebtedness | 
is evidenced by the several promissory notes described in the complaint. 

_ He further alleges that the said Brandt has executed a deed of | 
(290) trust to the defendant J. B. Smith, and that said deed conveys 
all of the real and personal property of the said debtor, including 

a large stock of goods and merchandise; that the said deed was made 
for the purpose of defrauding the plaintiff and certain other creditors; 
and that the trustee is insolvent and.an improper custodian of the 
property. It is further alleged that, prior to the execution of the deed 
of trust, the said Brandt executed a mortgage upon certain of the real 
estate contained in said trust to the defendant Ellen Smith, purporting 
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to secure a debt due to the said Ellen, and also a debt due to one Ida 
Rankin; and it is also alleged, in effect, that the said mortgage is 
fraudulent and void as to creditors: It further appears that, prior 
to the said Smith mortgage; the defendant Brandt had executed a 
mortgage upon a part of the property contained in the same. to the 
defendant, The Bank of Fayetteville. The bona fides of this deed is 
not questioned, but it is alleged that the value of the pr operty con- 
tained therein is much in excess of $6,000, the amount secured to said 
bank. The plaintiff prays for judgment against the defendant Brandt 
upon the alleged indebtedness, that the trustee be removed; that a 
receiver be appointed; that the deed of trust and mortgage to Ellen 
Smith be set aside; that the mortgage to The Bank of Fayetteville be 
foreclosed and the surplus be applied to the payment of the plaintiff’s 
judgment, and for other and further relief. The defendants demurred 
for misjoinder of causes of action and parties, and the demurrer being 
sustained, the plaintiff appealed. 

It is very clear, from the above summary of the combine that this 
is an action in the nature of a judgment creditor’s bill; and it has been 
well settled that such an action may, under our present practice, be 
commenced before the plaintiff’s indebtedness has been reduced to 
judgment, and that in the same action the court may. subject to the 
payment of the indebtedness the equitable or other interests of the 
debtor which are not subject to sale under executioa, and also | 
any property which may have been conveyed fer the purpose (291) 
of defrauding creditors. Hancock v. Wooten, 107 N. C., 9; 
Monroe v. Lewald, 107 N. C., 655; Smith 2 v. Summerfield, 108 N. C.,, 
284, 

If, then, the alleged fraudulent conveyances can ie set aside in fis 
action, it must follow that the defendant J. B. Smith, the trustee in the 
deed of trust which conveys all of the property of the debtor, and 
Ellen Smith, the mortgagee of a part of the same property, together 
with Ida Rankin, whose debt is secured in the same mortgage, are not 
only proper but necessary parties to this action, and the demurrer, in | 
respect to their joinder, must therefore be.overruled. Bank v. Harris, 
84 N. C., 206; Mebané v. Layton, 86 N. C., 571; The Code, sec. 184; 
- Wait on ‘Fraudulent Conveyances, 131, 139. | 

As to The Bank of Fayetteville: It is true that me validity of the 
mortgage to this defendant is not questioned, but it is alleged that the 
mortgage debt is much less in amount than the value of the property 
conveyed to secure it. If this be so, then if the mortgage to Ellen 
Smith and the deed of trust are set aside, the plaintiff would be 
entitled to subject to the payment of his indebtedness any surplus that 
might remain in the hands of The Bank of Fayetteville, should it 
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foreclose its mortgage, and as the court has by this action acquired 
jurisdiction over the said property, and as it may, in certain contingen- 
cies, decree that it be sold, it is proper, in analogy to the rule laid down 
in Hinson v. Adrian, 86 N. C., 61, that all prior encumbrances should 
be joined as parties. The demurrer, therefore, as to the joinder of this 
defendant must also be overruled; but it must be noted that the fore- 
closure of its mortgage should not be delayed by this action, and all 
that can be required of it is that the sale shall be fairly conducted, 
and the surplus, if any, be paid into court or into the hands of 
(292) a receiver to await the final determination of this controversy. 
Upon an examination of all the causes assigned in the de- | 
murrer, we are of the opinion that none of them can be sustained, and 
that the judgment below should be 
Reversed. 


Cited: Cook v. Smith, 119 N. C., 355; Gammon v. Johnson, 126 
N. C., 65. 


W. L. HALL, ADMINISTRATOR, v. EMMA TURNER, ADMINISTRATRIX. 


. Hasement—Estate, Base or Qualified, and Upon Condition—Mulls and 
Dams—Contract, Construction of-—Evidence. 


In 1873, H. and T. entered into an agreement under seal by which H. “con- 
sents for said T. to back water, if necessary, up in to his field, on condi- 
tion that said T. will allow H. as much woodland along the line fence on - 
south side of the river; T. is allowed to raise dam 8 or 9 feet high: this 
agreement to remain good so long as T. keeps up a mill; . . . after- 
wards to be null and void.” ‘TT. erected a mill and dam, in consequence 
of which about 12 acres of H.’s land were eventually flooded, and H. 
went into possession of about 4 or 5 acres of the woodland, that being 
about the quantity covered originally by the water of the pond: Held— 


1: The agreement vested in T. an equitable base or qualified fee in an ease- 
ment to back the water upon H.’s land so long as he, or those claiming 
under him, maintained the mill, and that upon T.’s death this estate 
descended to his heirs. (Base or qualified fees defined, and Hill v. 
Kesler, 67 N. C., 443, commented’ upon.) — 


2. The agreement that H. should have as much land on the south side of the © 
river. was a condition subsequent to the easement so created, and upon: 
the failure of T., or those claiming under him, to perform that condition, 
the easement terminates. 


38. That H.’s right to occupy the land under the condition subsequent was 
not restricted to the amount which he entered upon at the beginning of 
the operation of the agreement, but expanded and was coextensive 
with the quantity of land which subsequently became servient to the over- 
flow of his land from the erection of the dam. : 
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4, That H. was entitled, under the agreement, to the use of so much of 
T.’s land as T. by the erection of the dam not only actually overflowed, 
but “sobbed” and made unfit for cultivation of his (H.’s) land. 


5. The evidence as to the height of the dam being conflicting, the court prop- 
erly charged the jury that by a dam 9 feet high is meant such a dam as, 
under given circumstances, will pond the same quantity of water that 
a dam exactly and uniformly 9 feet high under the same circumstances 

~ would pond. 


Appa from Winston, J., at August Term, 1891, of Oranen. 

The plaintiffs, the administrator, widow, and heirs at law of Lam- 

bert Hall, allege that the said Lambert Hall and Evans Turner on 13 
March, 1873, entered into the following agreement, to wit: 
. “Articles of agreement made and entered into this 13 March, 1873, 
between L. W. Hall of the county of Orange and State of North Caro- 
lina, of the one part, and Evans Turner of the county and State afore- 
said, of the other part, witnesseth: that the said L. W. Hall agrees and 
consents for the said Evans Turner to back water, if necessary, up into 
his field, on condition that said Evans Turner will allow the said 
L. W. Hall as much woodland along the line fence on the south of the 
river. Said Turner is allowed to raise a dam 8 or 9 feet high. This 
agreement to remain good so long as the said Turner keeps up a mill 
at the Wagoner place; afterwards to be null and void. Witness our 
hands and seals the day and date above written. L. W. Hatt (Seal). 
Evans Turner (Seal). Witness, N. Y. Harris.” 3 

The complaint further alleges that, at the time of the execution of | 
said agreement, about 4 or 5 acres of woodland of said Turner were 
taken possession of by said Hall, and that he used the same until his 
death in 1888; that said Turner, after the adoption of the stock law in 
1885, hauled off all the fences on said 4 or 5 acres, and that the same 
were mortgaged in 1882 to one Gray; that the dam raised by 
Turner is, from the bottom of the mudsill to the top of the (294) 
sheeting, 10 feet 3 inches, and from the mudsill to the top of the 
the river about 2 feet, and the land of the plaintiff, which is flooded | 
and damaged by said mill-pond is about 12 acres, on most of which 
dower has been assigned to the plaintiff Fannie J. Hall; that the same 
would be very productive if not damaged by the said flooding; that 
plaintiffs have not continued in the possession of the 4 or 5 acres south 
of the river since the death of Evans Turner. | 

They demand judgment— | 

1. That “the license granted in said agreement” terminated at the 
death of said Turner in 1889, and is void for uncertainty and indefi- 
niteness, and is no longer operative and binding on the plaintiffs. 
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2. That if it be considered as running with the land, that the quan- 
tity of land damaged be ascertained and the same quantity set apart to 
the plaintiffs south of the river, if ae dam shall not exceed the height 
allowed in said agreement. 

3. That if said dam be found to - more than 9 feet high, then they 
ask that the damages be inquired into and for judgment for the same. 

4, That if plaintiffs are compelled to take the land south of the 
river in lieu of that flooded and damaged, that the defendants be re- 
quired to free the same from all mortgages and ncuapy ances existing 
thereon. 

5. That the lands of plaintiffs be freed from a4 agreement, and the 
defendants keep the land on the south side of the river. 

6. That the dam be pulled down and the plaintiffs be paid all dam- 
ages done them during the life of said Turner by reason of his viola- 
tion of said agreement, and since that time by reason of said dam. 

7. That all damages up to the time of the trial be assessed. 

8. For further and other relief, and for costs. 

The defendants, in thee answer, admit the execution of said 
(295) agreement, and that the land on the south of the river, men- 
tioned in the complaint, was taken possession of by Hall; but 
they allege that the quantity is underestimated, and that the same is 
equal to that.covered by water in consequence of said dam. They deny 
the removal of the fences. They admit the execution of the mortgage. 
They deny the raising of the dam to the height alleged by plaintiffs. 
They deny any damage as alleged, and aver that if there be any it 
existed and was provided for at the time of the execution of the said 
agreement by the taking possession of the 4 acres. They deny that the 
plaintiff has discontinued the use of said Jand since the death of Evans 
Turner. ‘They deny any violation of said agreement by said Turner or 
themselves, and they claim that said agreement operates as a covenant 
running with the land. 

The following issues were, without objection, submitted to the jury: 

1. Has the dam been raised above 9 feet? No. 

2. If so, what yearly damage have the plaintiffs sustained on account 
of same? 

38. What quantity a land is covered by water ponded back by the 
dam and damaged thereby? 

4. What quantity of land is embraced in the tract agreed to be 
conveyed by Evans Turner to plaintiffs’ intestate? Ans.: poe acres 
(by consent.) — 

R.N. Hall, Jr., testified that he had accurately measured the er 
of the dam in the summer of 1890, assisted by S. H. Jordan, since dead, 
and that it averages 10 feet high all the way through; a little lower for 
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a.small distance on the south than the rest of the way, and was highest 
in the center of the current in the stream; that the mudsill was raised 
a foot above the bed of the river, making the actual height of dam 
from bed of river 11 feet. That the length of the dam is 133 feet 
8 inches. That the damage to the land of plaintiff yearly from the 
raising of the dam above 9 feet would be $30. That 12 acres 

were under water, or sobbed from the ponding back. (296) 

N. Y. Harris also testified to same amount of damage from 
the dam being above 9 feet; that a dam at 9 feet would do little damage 
. and not cover mére than 4 or 5 acres. 

C. R. Miller testified that he and R. N. Hall, J r., had recently 
measured the height-of the dam, and it was about 10 feet ole and that 
the mudsill was 1 foot above the bed of the river, making the actual 
height of the dam 11 feet, and that the yearly damage from the erec-. 
tion of a dam above 9 feet to land of plaintiff was $30. 

Defendant introduced one A. M. Leathers, who testified that the 
dam was 8 feet high, measured by him and others in 1890, in July. 

Other witnesses testified as to the benefit of the dam to the land of 
plaintiff, and that the lands were not damaged by being cevered with 
water in times of freshet, and as to the value of the land, about 4 acres, 
which intestate had formerly used belonging to defendant’s intestate, 
and that in the trade the deceased Hall got the better of the deceased 
Turner. One witness also stated that the land covered by water was 
‘not as much as 10 acres. Defendant Emma Turner stated she had the 
dam repaired since the death of Evans Turner, but it had not been 
raised above what it was before. — 

Other witnesses stated that they were present when Leathers meas- 
ured the dam, and saw him measure it in July, 1890. William F. Gray, 
witness, testified that he assisted A. M. Leathers by putting down the 
tape line on dam every 10 feet, and on paper the figures which he ealled 
out, and also stated that the portion of the dam which A. M. Leathers 
_ made 9 feet 5 inches high extended for 20 feet in the center of the 
stream, but the dam was lower on each side of this. That the dam 
did not average more than 7 or 8 feet in height. A. M. Leathers 
also stated the same. There was also testimony that Evans (297 ) 
- Turner, in 1885, hauled off the fence around the land. 

Counsel for plaintiff, in his argument, contended that the evidence 
in the case, both for plaintiffs and defendants, showed that a dam had 
been erected above 9 feet, and the admission of the defendants’ wit- 
nesses that the dam was over 9 feet at two different points, one of them 
extending a distance of 20 feet in the center of the current, was of itself 
sufficient to decide the first issue in the affirmative. 
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His Honor in his charge to the jury stated to them that he did not 
agree with the argument of the plaintifts’ or defendants’ counsel 
respecting the rule, and charged the jury as follows: 

“Tn this case four issues are submitted to you for your consideration. 
It is agreed by counsel for both plaintiffs and defendants that under 
the agreement dated 18 March, 1873, between L. W. Hall and Evans 
Turner, said Evans Turner could erect a milldam not exceeding 9 feet 
in height. So the court presents to you the first issue, Is the present 
dam higher than 9 feet? In considering this issue, which is one of . 
fact for you, you will recall all the evidence bearing on the same. 

“There, is no evidence that the milldam at present existing is not of 
uniform height, and hence the court gives you the following rule to 
guide you in determining whether the said dam is over or under 9 feet 
high, to wit: By a dam 9 feet high is meant such a dam as, under 
given circumstances, will pond the same quantity of water that a dam 
exactly and uniformly 9 feet high, under the same circumstances, would - 
pond.” Exception by plaintiff. 

“Therefore, you will ascertain from the evidence whether the dam 
that now stands ponds back, on account of its increased but broken 
height (if -you shall find that it has been increased in height), but -not 

on account of any filling up of the bed of the pond and tighten- 

(298) Ba or improving the dam, except by raising more water, that is 

a greater volume of water, than a dam of uniform height of 

9 feat would do. If so, you will answer the first issue, Yes; otherwise, 
No. 

“If you answer the first issue No, you acd not answer the other 
issues at all. If you answer it Yes, you will next consider what amount: 
of damage the plaintiffs have sustained on account of same. 

“Tf the dam has been increased in height, and such increase has 
caused damage, the element of damage will be the overflow of the new 
land and the sobbing of same, and injuring and destroying its value 
although not overflowed, and you will simply caleulate what the annual 
injury on all of such damage is, and answer the second issue as you 
shall find. The third and fourth issues are issues of fact unmixed 
with law, and the court cannot aid you in determining the same.” 

His Honor answered the fourth issue “Yes,” by consent, and told the 
jury that if the first issue was answered in the negative they would not 
proceed to the consideration of the other issues. 

The jury returned the response “No” to the first issue, aa no 
answer to the second and third issues. The fourth had been Gnewerca 
by his Honor “Yes,” as above stated, before the jury retired. 

Plaintiff, after a motion for a new trial on the ground that the ver- 
dict was against the weight of testimony, which was refused, moved to 
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set aside the verdict because there was no response to the third issue, and 
which was material and closely connected with first issue, in view of 
the testimony that a dam at 9 feet would only cover 4 or 5 acres, while 
there was testimony that 12 acres were covered and. sobbed. aes Honor 
declined the motion, and plaintiff excepted. 

Plaintiffs’ uek then insisted that even if the dam was only (299) | 
9 feet high, under the contract of 13 March, 1873, the plaintiffs 
were entitled to ao much woodland along the ino fence on the south — 
side of the river” as was covered by back water, and the failure of the 
jury to find this amount rendered a new trial necessary. His Honor 
refused a new trial on this ground, and plaintiffs excepted. 

Upon the eee reserved, the plaintifis then moved for ae 
ment— 

1. That as there is no sufficient description by which any quantity of 
land can be allotted to plaintiffs as compensation for the ponding of 
water on their land, the said contract of 18 March, 1873, is void for 
vagueness and uncertainty ; and as the pole Geraion to be paid to 
plaintiffs cannot be ascertained, the said contract should be annulled 
non obstante veredicto. 

2. That said contract is but a license to the ania Evans Turner, 
which expired with his death, being personal to him, and not a covenant 
running with the land. And as there is no provision for a convey- 
ance of any land to L. W. Hall in fee, but only a permissive use to 
continue as long,as “said Turner’ keeps up a mill, the said contract 
had therefore been fulfilled and ended, and the plaintiffs were no 
longer restrained thereby, but had a em to abrogate the same and 
have the dam removed. 

3. That the said contract was but-a icanse to keep up a mill at the 
Wagoner place to said Turner, and that if it did not expire with the 
death of said Turner, the mill must go down by natural decay, and 
could not be repaired by his administrator or heirs at law, and defend- 
ants were liable for any flooding caused by such repairs and must 
remove the dam or pay for the trespass. 

4. That said contract should be declared void and rea te of 
enforcement and entirely annulled, as there is no definite description to 
identify the land intended to be conveyed on either side, or fit it to the 
description in the paper-writing. And the acts of ownership still 
exercised by Evans Turner over the 4 acres in the possession of (300) | 
Lambert Hall, by taking the rails therefrom and including it in 
the mortgage to Gray, showed that it had not been conveyed, or intended 
to be conveyed, to Lambert Hall, and was still the Depry o Evans 
Turner. 
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5. That as no consideration has been received other than the per- 
missive use of the 4 acres, which continually decreased in value while 
the damage to the land covered and sobbed by water from the ponding 
continually increased in amount, the said agreement is against equity 
and good conscience, and a growing hardship, from which the plaintiffs 
ought to be relieved and restored to the right to recover proper com- 
pensation for the injury done their land. 

6. That the said agreement was a personal license given by L. W. 
Hall and expired with his death, and the rights of his widow and 
heirs at law as owners of the land are not concluded by anything con- 
tained in said agreement from insisting that the dam be pulled down 
or the proper compensation made to them. 

7. That no title has been passed to the plaintiffs or their ancestors for 
-any land, and there is a fatal vagueness of description which cannot be 

porrecied. or made definite, and that the parties should be restored to 
their original positions, and the Pee delivered up and can- 
eeled and declared null and void... 

The following judgment was rendered: 

“This cause having been heard, and the jury for its verdict baving 
said that the dam has not been raised above 9 feet, and the court being 
of the opinion that the other issues submitted are not material whether 
the agreement between the intestates of the plaintiffs and defendants 
respecting the erection of the dam is a license revocable at the death of 
Turner or is void for uncertainty, and the court being further of the 

opinion that if said agreement is a covenant perpetual running 

(301) with and binding the land, then the equitable aid of the court 
| cannot be invoked to ascertain and set apart to the plaintiffs the 
same quantity of land as is covered by water, for that there is 
neither allegation in the complaint nor proof that the defendants have 
ever declined or refused, or do now decline, to permit the plaintiffs to 
have, use, occupy, and enjoy the said quantity of land in as full and. 
ample a manner as the said covenant or agreement authorizes. The 
court doth therefore adjudge that the plaintifis take nothing by their 
writ, and that defendants go hence without day and recover their costs.” 

From this judgment the plaintiffs appealed. | 


J. W. Graham for plaintiffs. 
J. 8. Manning for defendanis. 


Sueruerp, J., after stating the case: After a careful consideration 
of the charge of his Honor in reference to the height of the dam, we 
are of the opinion that, in view of the testimony, there was no error, 
and that the exception of the plaintiff -in this particular must be 
overruled. 
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The other points presented in the record are not so clear, and we 
approach their consideration with no little doubt and solicitude. The 
plaintiffs insist that the right of the defendants to maintain the dam 
and overflow the plaintiffs’ land, determined at the death of the defend- 
ants’ ancestor, Evans Turner; but if they are mistaken in this, they 
pray that the defendants, the heirs of said Turner, be required to 
“allow” the plaintiffs the use of so much land on the south of the river 
as will equal in acreage the quantity now overflowed and damaged by 
reason of the maintenance of the said dam. The agreement between 
the said Hall and Turner is of a very peculiar character, and so vague 
and uncertain in part that but for the fact of its having been exeeuted 
by one of the parties who has erected the permanent improve- 
ments we would be somewhat inclined to place it under that (302) 
class of contracts mentioned by Lord Brougham in Keppel v. 
Bailey, 2 Mylme & Keene, 577, as being “so clearly inconvenient to the 
science of the law” as to receive no encouragement at the hand of the 
courts. Although the agreement contains no words of covenant, we 
think that, m consideration of the circumstances, an equitable construc- 
tion warrants us in holding that it was the intention of Hall to confer 
upon Turner au easement “to back water, if necessary, up into his 
field.” Such an easement is “an incorporeal hereditament, a right not 
indeed to the land itself, but to a privilege on and upon the land. 

It is a freehold interest,” and within the statute of frauds. Bridges 
v. Percell, 18 N. C., 492. 

It is true that in "McCracken v. McCracken, 88 N. C., 272, it is said 
that such an interest must not only be evidenced by es but that 
it can “only be made effectual by deed”; but by the use of this language 
the learned justice who delivered the opinion was evidently referring 
to the subject in its legal aspects, as it is well settled that an agree- 
ment upon a valuable consideration to confer an easement will be 
effectuated in equity, provided it be in writing, and this without refer- 
ence to the presence of a seal. &. A. v. Battle, 66 N. C., 546; A. BR. v. 
R. R., 104 N. C., 658. So, too, a covenant, though no! technically 
“running with the land,’ may nevertheless be sometimes binding in 
equity to the extent of fastening a servitude upon real property. Pom. 
Eq., 689; Bedford v. Trustees, 2 M. & K., 517. 

Such is the character of the agreement before us; but the important 
question presented 15, How long is this easement or servitude to con- 
tinue? An interest like this, being within the statute of frauds, is 
created in the same manner as an interest in the land itself, and 
henee it would seem that if there be a grant of an easement, there must 
be words of inheritance if it is intended that the estate shall en- 
dure beyond the life of the grantee. So, on the other hand, if there 
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(303) be a contract to confer an easement, it will ordinarily be gov- 
erned by the same principles as are usually applied to contracts 
for the sale of real estate. Thus, if one contract to sell land to another, 
and there be no words of restriction, it is implied that an estate in fee is 
intended, and specific performance will accordingly be decreed. Like- 
wise, 1f one agree to confer an easement, and from the nature of the 
contract and its subject-matter there is nothing to show that it is to be 
restricted to the life of either party, there is an implication that the 
grant 1s to be coextehsive with the uses apparently contemplated by 
the parties. In our case it is contended that there are words of restric- 
tion, to wit: “This agreement to remain good so long as the said 
Turner keeps up a mill at the Wagoner place.” In opposition to this 
view the defendants rely upon Merriman .v. Russell, 55 N. C., 470. 
Tn that case the “articles of agreement’? contained no words of inherit- 
ance, but simply the following language, viz., “bargained and sold so 
much of my land lying on Hooper’s Creek, in the county and State afore- 
said, as will conveniently carry the water to a sawmill so as to be to 
‘ his (W. R. Gash’s) profit and advantage.” The Court speaks of this 
writing as a grant, and Pearson, J., in delivering the opinion, said: 
“There are no words of limitation, and by the rule of the common law 
in reference to a grant of land, only an estate for the life of the grantee 
would pass. Here the rule of construction comes in again. As the 
professed purpose is to convey water to a mill, of course it was the 
intention. that the supply of water should be kept up as long as the 
party wished to operate the mill. Few would be at the expense ef 
erecting a mill if the supply of water depended upon the uncertainty 
of hfe. We think there was a base or qualified fee granted in this 
easement, and that Gash, his heirs and, assigns, are entitled to it so 
long as they continue to operate the mill.” 
(304) However just may be the criticism upon the resort to con- 
struction in the above case, and thereby supplying words of 
inheritance (if, indeed, the instrument was considered simply in its 
legal character as a grant), it is very clear that the objection cannot 
be urged in the present instance, where the agreement is entirely excu- 
tory in its nature. At all events, the case of Merriman (supra) lends 
us valuable aid in solving the question now before us. In that case 
the easement was in so much of the land “as will conveniently carry 
the water to a sawmill, so as to be to his (W. R. Gash’s) profit and 
advantage.’ Why should not these words be considered as equally 
restrictive as those used in the present contract, viz., “This agreement 
to remain good so long as the said Turner keeps up a mill at the 
Wagoner place’? In one case the easement 1s to be to “his (the 
grantee’s) advantage”; in the other, so long as “Turner keeps up a 
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mill,” ete. It would seem that the privilege granted was as personal in 
one case as in the other; but admitting that there is a shade of differ- 
ence between them, yet this must surely disappear when the contract is 
viewed in the light of the reasoning of the opinion in the case above 
mentioned. “Few (says the Court) would be at the expense of erecting 
a mill if the supply depended upon the uncertainty of life’; and so, 
too, we may remark in this case, that few would erect a milldam and 
other improvements if its enjoyment was to be contingent upon the 
duration, of the life of one of the parties. 

In consideration of the foregoing reasons, and in the absence of 
plain restrictive language, we conclude that it was not the intention of 
the parties that Turner was to have a mere personal right to flood the 
land of Hall, but that the easement or servitude descended with the 
land to the heirs of Turner, who have, in equity, a base, qualified, or 
determinable fee therein. 

But here we are confronted with the case of Commissioners v. Kes- 
ler, 67 N. C., 448, in which Pearson, C. J., speaks of a base or qualified 
fee as an dobsolote estate, which has never been in force or in 
use in this State.” It is impossible to reconcile the conflicting (305) 
utterances of that distinguished jurist upon this subject. When- 
ever a fee is so qualified as to be made to determine, or Hable to be 
defeated, upon the happening of some contingent event or act, the fee 
is said to be base, qualified, or determinable. Tiedeman R. P., 44. 
This definition, in a general scnsc, comprehends a fee upon condition, 
a fee upon limitation, and a fee conditional at common law. Some 
authors apply the term base fee solely to limitations of the last named 
class (Tiedeman Real Property, supra); and these having been con- 
verted into estates tail by the statute de bonis, and these latter by our 
statute into fees simple, it would of course follow that if the term 
“base fee” is exclusively applicable to a fee conditional, as it was 
technically known at common law, it no longer exists in this State. 
Blackstone’s classification is different (2 vol., 110), and there is some 
confusion in the ancient authorities upon the subject. Practically, 
however, in modern times, the terms base, qualified, or determinable 
fees, are applied to either of the estates above mentioned. Mr. Wash- 
burn (1 vol., 77) thinks that the term determinable fee is “more 
generic in its meaning, embracing all fees which are lable to be 
determined by some act or event expressed on their limitation to cir- 
cumseribe their continuance or inferred by law as bounding their 
extent.” See, also, 1 Preston Est., 466; Seymour’s case, 10 Rep., 97. 
The term qualified fee is thought to be preferable by Mr. Minor, 2° 
Inst., 86. By whatever name it may be called, it is plain that except 
in the case of technical fees conditional at common law, the limitations 
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we have mentioned may still be made when not opposed to public 
policy. It will be observed that in Kesler’s case the decision was made 

to turn chiefly on the ground of publie policy, and because apt 
(306) words of limitation were not employed. In that very decision 

the existence of a base or qualified fee is recognized in the case 
of the Cherokee tribe of Indians. But, however broad may be the 
language quoted, we have no idea that it was the purpose of the Chief 
Justice to say that the limitation expressly defined by him as a base or 
qualified fee in Merriman’s case could not be made in North Carolina. 
Such limitations are not infrequent in this and other states (2 Wash. 
R. P., 4), and we are not prepared to adopt a view which leads to such 
a revolution in the law of limitations of real property. We are, there- 
fore, of the opinion that. Turner and his heirs took, in equity, an ease- 
ment to overflow the land of Hall, determinable when they ceased to 
keep up the said mill. In this respect it is a limitation. But it is to 
be observed that this base, qualified, or determinable fee (we prefer 
the term qualified) is liable to be defeated by the failure of Turner 
“to allow the said L. W. ey as much woodland along the line fence on 
the south side of the river.” In this particular, the estate in the ease- 
ment is.an estate upon condition, and the condition is, In effect, that 
Hall is to be allowed to use as much land on the south side of the river 
as is equal to the land which is flooded by the maintenance of the dam 
at the height of 9 feet. This includes not only the land actually flooded, 
but all that is damaged and rendered unfit for cultivation by sobbing, 
Cagle v. Parker, 97 N. C., 271. It seems that soon after the execution 
of the agreement Hall was put in possession of about 4 acres, and con- 
tinued to oceupy it until the death of Turner. It is insisted that the 
plaintiffs are restricted to this particular number of acres. This may 
be so in some cases, as, for instance, where a right of way is granted, 
if it be once located, it cannot be changed. It may also be true of con- 
tracts generally of this character, but we do not think that this par- 
ticular contract is susceptible of such a construction. No provision 
is made for the ascertainment of the land, nor is there anything to 

show that the parties intended to fix upon any certain quantity 
(307) as a final consideration of the easement. Had they so intended, 

they would doubtless have provided for it in the agreement. 
The words are strict words of condition, and as applied to this case 
they constitute a condition subsequent. It was evidently the purpose 
of the parties that Hall should use as much of Turner’s land as would 
equal the quantity flooded by the dam, and that this agreement was to 
be carried out in good faith and in view of the exigencies of the future. 
Tf the 4 acres taken possession of by Hall was to be in full satisfaction 
for the easement, the contract should have so stipulated. The agree-_ 
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ment means that so long as Turner, his heirs or assigns, keep up the 
mill they are entitled to the easement, provided they permit Hall and 
his heirs or assigns to enjoy an equal quantity of land on the south 
side of the river. If they refuse to perform this condition, the plain- 
tiffs are entitled to a decree declaring that the easement is at an end. 
As we have indicated, we think that Hall was not restricted to the 
4 acres, and in this view the third issue (involving an inquiry as to 
the quantity of land flooded) should have been submitted to the jury. 
If it should be found that more than the 4 acres is flooded and sobbed, 
and thus rendered unfit for cultivation by the maintenance of the dam 
‘at the height of 9 feet, the defendants must “allow” the plaintiffs the 
use of an equal quantity of Jand. It was this uncertain and variable 
feature of the agreement that seemed at the outset so novel to us, and 
it is because of this that the plaintiffs pray that the agreement be 
declared void. As, however, the contract has been executed by the | 
defendants by the erection of permanent improvements, and as it does 
not contemplate a conveyance of any land, but simply a right to occupy 
it, we think that it would be inequitable to make such a ies until it 
is apparent that the defendants are either unwilling or by their con- 
duct have put it out of their power to perform the condition. The 
fact that the land of Turner has been mortgaged does not of 

itself work a forfeiture, for this does not happen until there has (308) 
been an actual disturbance of the possession of the plaintiffs. 

As to the 4 acres, the mortgagee is affected with constructive notice of 
the claim of the plaintiffs, and take subject to their right to use the 
same. If the plaintiffs should be allowed the use of an additional 
quantity of land, and the mortgagee has had no actual notice, then he 
would take such additional land free from any claim of the plaintiffs, 
and if, by reason of such mortgage, the plaintiffs are ousted, there would 
then be clearly a, breach of the condition, and the easement of the 
defendants, at the election of the plaintiffs, would be forfeited. 

If, upon another trial, it be found that more than 4 acres are flooded — 
and sobbed, then the defendants should submit to the appointment of 
commissioners to lay off and set apart sufficient land of the defendants 
for the use of the plaintiffs as will meet the requirements of the con- 
tract as lnterpreted by us. | 

It is said that there is no allegation that the defendants have declined 
to allow the plaintiffs the ealiet: we have indicated. This is a mistake, 
as the plaintiffs expressly allege that more than 4 acres have been 
flooded, and they pray that if the agreement is not declared void, “the 
quantity of land damagefl be ascertained and the same quantity set 
apart to the plaintiffs south of the river, if said dam shall not exceed 
the height allowed in the agreement.” 
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The answer, in effect, denies that the plaintiffs are entitled to any 
larger quantity than the said 4 acres. | 

In view of the peculiarity of the case, we are not surprised at the 
ruling of his Honor, but after much consideration we are of the opinion 
that, for the reasons given, there should be a new trial. 

Error. | 


Cited: S.c., 111 N. C., 181; Keith v. Scales, 194 N. C., 514; Church 
v. Bragaw, 144 N. C., 1384; Ruffin v. R. R., 151 N. C., 335; Guilford 
v. Porter, 167 N. C., 368. | | 


(309) . | 
‘ W. A. COX, ADMINISTRATOR, v. NANCY A. JONES ev an. 


Appeal—Transcript of Record—Judgment, Vacating. 


The Supreme Court will not consider an appeal from a motion to set aside 
the orders, decrees, etc., in an action or special proceeding, for irregu- 
larities, unless the transcript contains a record of such action or pro- 
ceeding; and where it appears that the original record has been lost or 
destroyed, the cause will be remanded, to the end that the record may 
be properly supplied. 


Apprat at Spring Term, 1891, of Jongs, from McIver, J. 


John Devereux, Jr., for plainteff. 
H. k. Kornegay for defendant. 


Merrimon, C. J. This is a motion made in September, 1888, to set 
aside, for alleged gross irregularities, the orders and judgments made 
in 1871 in a special proceeding brought by the plaintiff administrator 
to obtain license to sell land to make assets to pay debts of his intes- 
tate. The transcript of the record is very voluminous and confused. 
The evidence on which the findings of fact are based is improperly — 
sent up, as there is no exception on the ground there was no evidence 
to, support some finding of fact. In a case like this, this Court can- 
not review such findings. The evidence sent up is mere redundant 
matter, serving no purpose here. 

It was not brought to our attention on the argument, as it should 
_ have been, that the transcript did not contain the record of the special 
proceeding; it ohly embraced the record of the motion and proceedings 
subsequent thereto. It is essential that we have the record before us, 
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in order that we may see and determine what the irregularities are, if 
there be such. Hence, we directed that a writ of certiorari issue 

to the clerk of the Superior Court, commanding him to certify (310) 
the record to us. He has made return of the writ, sending only 
fragmentary parts of the record, and stating that these were all he 
could by diligent search find in his office. He failed to send a tran- 
seript of the summons, the petition, and the report of sale. Moreover, 
he did not send up, as he should have done, a copy of the deeds made by 
the administrator to the purchaser of the land. 

We cannot properly decide the case until the record of the special 
proceeding is before us. To the end that so much of it as is lost or 
destroyed may be properly supplied, we remand the case. The court 
below will have authority to supply the necessary record according to 
law, and to make all appropriate amendments and orders necessary to 
perfect the appeal. Bethea v. Byrd, 93 N. C., 141. Let the ease be 

Remanded. 


Cited: S.c¢., 118 N. ©., 277; Drewry v. Bank, 173 N. C., 666. — 


a (311) 
A. C. SCOTT v. KE. L. FISHER. 


Contract—Interest-—Surety, when Discharged—C onsideration. 


1. If a contract to pay money contains a stipulation to pay interest at speci- 

fied times, the sums so agreed to be paid as interest become due at the 

' periods prescribed, and will thereafter bear interest at the same rate, 

and an independent action can be maintained; upon which agreement 

that the interest shall be so paid may be made either before or after 
the maturity of the principal sum. 


2. An agreement between the payee and the principal obligor in an obliga- 
tion bearing interest payable annually, made without the assent of 
surety that the time for the payment of the debt would be extended 
upon the payment of the interest thereafter semiannually, is such a 
material change of the contract as to amount to a forbearance, upon 
a sufficient consideration, for at least six months, and will discharge the 
surety. 


Apprat at January Term, 1891, of Casarrus, from Graves, J. 

The plaintiff sued to recover the amount due upon a sealed prom- 
issory note, executed by the defendant as surety for J. S. Fisher for 
$1,000, due at one day after date, “with interest at 8 per cent per 
annum.” 
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The defense was that the plaintiff had, without the assent of defend- 
ant, entered into an agreement, upon a sufficient consideration, to for- 
hear the collection of the debt, whereby he was discharged Fron all 
liability. 

- The defendant testified “that in J anuary, 1889, he had a conversa- 
tion with the plaintiff in which the plaintiff stated to him that the 
principal debtor, J. S. Fisher, came to him (Scott) in January, 1887, 
about two aveeks before he (J. S. Fisher) broke, and that the said 
J. 8. Fisher then pulled out the money and peered: to pay him (Scott) 
this note, and that he (Scott) said to said J. S. Fisher that he (Scott) 
did not need the money, and if he (J. S. Fisher) would pay him the 

interest at 8 per cent semiannually, that he (J. S. Fisher) might 
(312) keep the money, and that said Fisher replied ‘All right, and 

kept the money.” : 

The witness further testified that this arrangement or agreement 
between Scott and J. S. Fisher was without his knowledge, consent, 
or privity, and that the first he heard of it was from the conversation 
of the plaintiff Scott, above stated. | 

The defendant introduced another witness, who testified in substance 
the same. 

There was evidence that J. S. Fisher became insolvent in January, 
1887. The only testimony offered by the plaintiff as to the issue under 
consideration was given by himself, in which he denied ever having 
had either the conversation with the defendant E. L. Fisher, or the one 
alleged with J. S. Fisher, saying upon the stand no such conversation 
or conversations had ever taken place. 

His Honor then instructed the jury that “There must be a valuable 
consideration for a contract to forbear, before the surety is released, 
and if the principal debtor say to the creditor, ‘IL have the money to 
pay you,’ and the creditor say, ‘I do not need it, and you can keep it, 
if you will pay the interest semiannually, and the principal debtor 
says, ‘All right,’ and keeps the money, such an agreement is not such 
an agreement to forbear as will discharge the surety, although he did 
not know of it or assent to it. Therefore, on the evidence of defendant 
you ought to answer the issue No.” 

The issue upon which the judgment was based was, “Did the plaintiff 
make the contract with J. S. Fisher to forbear the collection of the debt 
for which the note was given, without the knowledge and consent of 
defendant ?” 

There was judgment for. plaintiff, and setendant appealed. 


H. 8. Puryear for plaanteff. 
W. J. Montgomery for defendant. 
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SuepuerD, J. “It is well settled that if a creditor enter into (313) 
any valid contract with the principal debtor, without the assent 
of the surety, by which the rights or habilities of the surety are injuri- 
ously affected, such contract discharges the surety. A familiar instance 
of this is where a creditor binds himself not to sue or collect the debt 
for a given time, and thereby puts it out of the power of the surety to 
pay the debt and sue the principal debtor.” Deal v. Cochran, 66 N. C., 
269; Forbes v. Sheppard, 98 N. C., 111; Hollingsworth v. Tomlinson, 
108 N. C., 245. | 

His Honor held that there was no valid contract of forbearance so 
as to bring the present case within the principles above stated, and the 
ruling is based upon the idea that the promise on the part of the prin- 
cipal debtor to pay the interest semiannually did not amount to a sufh- 
cient consideration to support the agreement. -A valuable considera- 
tion is “any benefit to the person making the promise, or any loss, 
trouble, or any inconvenience to or charge upon the person to whom 
if is made, . . . and provided there be some benefit, etc., ; 
the courts are not willing (in the absence of fraud) to enter into the 
question whether the consideration be adequate in value to the thing 
which is promised in exchange for it.” Smith on Contracts, 166, 168. 

Tested by this rule, we are of the opinion that the alleged promise 
conferred a benefit upon the plaintiff, in that it worked a material 
change in the contract in respect to the payment of interest. The note 
stipulates for the payment of interest at the rate of 8 per cent per 
annum, and although it may not be paid until several years after it falls 
due, the payee is not entitled to interest upon the interest which has 
accrued at the date of maturity. The-reason is that the parties - 
having, by acqutescence, extended the credit, the interest, which is an 
incident of the debt, goes with if and is not due at the maturity of the 
debt so that an independent action for its recovery can be maintained. 
It is otherwise when the note contains an express promise to pay 
interest at specified times. At each time there is a certain sum | 
of money due for which an action lies. “When there is an (314) 
agreement set out in the note for the payment of interest an- 
nually or semiannually, the maker is chargeable with interest at a 
like rate upon each deferred payment of interest, in like nranner as if 
he had given a promissory note for tha same amount. . . . By this 
mode of computation compound interest is not given, but a middle 
course 1s taken between simple and compound interest.” Pledsoé v. 
Nixon, 69 N. C., 89; Knight v. Braswell, 70 N. C., 709; King v. Phil- 
laps, 95 N.C., 245; Cox v. Brookshire, T6 N. C., 314. 

Such an agreement may be made either before or after the maturity 
of the debt, and when the principal debtor in this case agreed to pay the 
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interest semiannually, it so changed the original contract as to charge 
him with interest upon the interest accruing every six months there- 
after; and this surely was such a benefit to the plaintiff, the payee, as 
would support his promise to forbear. 

It is insisted in this Court, though not distinctly passed upon below, 
that granting the consideration to be sufficient, the contract is never- 
theless void because of its indefiniteness. It 1s true, as argued by 
counsel, that there must be a definite time fixed for the extension of 
credit; that is to say, there must be a time fixed before which the 
creditor cannot proceed against the principal debtor; but we think this 
is fully complied with by the agreement to pay the interest semi- 
annually. However indefinite it may be after the first six months, it 
certainly amounts to an agreement to forbear for that period at least, 
and this is all that 1s necessary under our-decisions to discharge the 
surety. In this we are sustained by the following authorities: “An 
agreement to extend the time for twenty or thirty days is definite as to 
twenty days, and, therefore, discharges a surety.” 2 Daniel Neg. Inst., 
sec. 1819. And so in Pepkin v. Bond, 40 N. C., 91, the surety was 

discharged, although the precise time fixed by the agreement 
(315) could not be ascertained, the Court remarking that “As men 

of common sense, with even a very slight acquaintance with the 
- common course of dealing, we are obliged to perceive that the parties 
understood that no suit should, at all events, be brought before the 
next term of court.” 

In consideration of the foregoing reasons, we are of the opinion 
’ that the court erred in instructing the jury that the testimony did not 
warrant an affirmative finding on the third issue. 

-As this disposes of the appeal, it 1s unnecessary to pass upon the 
question raised on the argument as to the effect of the alleged tender 
_ by the principal debtor. It 1s sufficient to say that the point is not 
raised, either by the answer or the issues. 

Error. 


Cited: Hinton v. Greenleaf, 113 N. C., 8; Smith v. Parker, 131 
N. C., 471; Revell v. Thrash, 182 N. C., 808; Pitts v. Grocery Co., 144 
N. C. 468; Parker v. Horton, 176 N. on 145. 
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G. W. BOWLEY v. THE RICHMOND AND DANVILLE RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 


Removal of Causes to United States Courts—Practice in. 


1. A complaint against two railway companies, one of which is a resident 
but the other is a nonresident corporation, to recover damages for 
injuries resulting from their joint negligence as common carriers, does 
not state such a severable controversy as will authorize the removal” 
thereof to the United States courts upon the application of the non- 
resident corporation. 


2. It is not sufficient to allege in the pleading that the resident corporation 
was joined as defendant to prevent the nonresident corporation from 
removing the cause from a State to the United States courts. That 
fact, if it can be made available at all, must be affirmatively established 
by competent evidence. 


APpPLicaTION to remove cause to United States Circuit Court, (316) 
heard before Boykin, J., at November Term, 1891, of IrepExt. | 

It appears that the plaintiff 1s a citizen of the State of Georgia, 
and was such at the time he brought this action in the Superior Court 
of Iredell County against the defendants to recover damages to the 
amount of $10,000, occasioned by their alleged neghgence. The 
defendant the Western North Carolina Railroad Company is a corpora- 
tion of this State with its principal place of business in the Western 
Distriet of North Carolina, and the defendant the Richmond and 
Danville Railroad Company is a corporation and citizen of the State 
of Virginia, and was such at the time this action was brought. The 
latter company filed its petition at the appearance term of the court, 
alleging, among other things, that the amount involved in the action 
exceeds the sum of $2,000; that the controversy “is wholly between 
citizens of different states, and which can be fully determined as 
between them, to wit, a controversy between the said petitioners, the 
Richmond and Danville Railroad Company and the said George W. 
Bowley.” The prayer of the petition is that the court take no further 
steps in. the action than to make a proper order of removal of the 
same into the Circuit Court of the United States in and for the West- 
ern District of North Carolina, there to be disposed of according to law. 
The court denied the application, and the Richmond and Danville 
Railroad Company excepted and appealed. | 


Armfield & Turner (by brief) for plaintrff. 
F. H. Busbee for defendant. 
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- Murrimon, C. J., after stating the facts: The complaint alleges “that 
the said Western North’ Carolina Railroad Company and thé Rich- 
| mond and Danville Railroad Company, on 27 August, 1891, and 
(817) for a long time previous thereto, as the plaintiff is infor el and 
_ believes, were, and up to the present time are, engaged as com- 
mon carriers of passengers, baggage and freight for hire along a line 
of railroad belonging to the Western North Carolina Railroad Com- 
_ pany, from Salisbury to Paint Rock in the State of North Carolina.” — 
It further alleges that the injury complained of was occasioned by 
the negligence of the defendants as such common carriers while the 
plaintiff was a passenger on one of their passenger trains. It plainly 
alleges a joint tortious injury done by the defendants, which in no view 
of it 1s separable. The action must hence be tried as a whole. The 
cause of action alleged cannot be divided and tried as to one of the 
defendants in the State court and as to the other im the Circuit Court 
of the United States. Gudger v. R. R., 87 N. C., 325; O'Kelly v. 
Rk. B., 89 N. C., 58; Douglas: v. R. R., 106 N. C., 65; Hyde v. Keeble, 
104 U.S., 407; A. R. v. Waugelin, 182 U. S., 599, and cases there cited. | 
It was suggested on the argument that the defendant the Western 
North Carolina Railroad Company is no more than a nominal party; 
that it is not liable to the plaintiff, and is made a party on purpose to 
prevent the removal of the action as to the appellant to the Circuit 
Court. But this does not appear from the record, nor is it alleged’ in 
the petition for removal of the action, much less is it proved. In the 
appellant’s answer to the complaint it denies that “its codefendant was 
a common carrier of passengers at that time (27 August, 1891) or for 
some time previous thereto, the said Western North Carolina Railroad 
Company having leased its rights as such to this defendant.” This is 
all that appears in the record implying the slightest objection to the 
codefendant of the appellant as a party; so far as appears, the former 
‘may be a proper party. It may be that if the appellant had made 
appropriate allegations in its petition for removal, the court below 
might have inquired into the purpose to make a nominal color- 
(318) able party with a view to prejudice its right. In Oakley v. . 
Goodman, 118 U.S., the Court said: “While, therefore, the courts 
of the United States have, under the act of 1875, the power to dismiss 
or remand a case, if it appears that a colorable assignment has been 
made for the purpose of imposing on their jurisdiction, no authority has 
as yet been given them to take jurisdiction of a case by removal from 
a State court, when a colorable assignment has been made to prevent 
such removal. Under the law as it now stands the resort can only be 
had to the State courts for protection against the consequences of such 
an encroachment on the rights of the defendant.” - But we abstain 
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from expressing any opinion in this respect, as the case does not make 
it necessary for us to do so. It would not be sufficient to simply allege 
the purpose of the plaintiff to make a colorable party defendant to 
prevent the removal of the action; it must be proved in some appro- 
priate connection and way. Bank v. Cooper, 120 U.S., 778; Promdent 
Savings Society v. Ford, 114 U. 8., 685; Mining Co. v. Canal Co., 118 
U.S., 270; R. R. v. Waugelin, supra; Foster’s Federal Prac., sec. 384. 
_ It appears that the plaintiff and the appellant were nonresidents of 
this State and the Western District of North Carolina, and that they 
respectively were citizens and residents of different states. The plain- 
tiff could not, therefore, have brought his action in the Circuit Court 
of that district. The statute provides that the action “shall be brought 
only in the district of either the plaintiff or the defendant.” The plain- 
tiff hence insists that the action could be removed only into the United 
States Circuit Court where he might have brought his action, and as he 
could not have brought it in the Western District of North Carolina, 
this action cannot be removed to the Circuit Court of that district, nor 
can it be removed to a Circuit Court of the district where he resides, 
nor to that where the appellant resides. It is not necessary to 
dispose of the case upon that ground. It seems that there is (319) 
authority sustaining that view. Gudger v. R. h., supra; Pope 
Co. v. Howland, 99 N. C., 202; Speer Removal of Causes, sec. 23 
el seq. : a 

Affirmed. 

Note.—Lawson against same defendants; Coone against same defendants, 


and Armfield against same defendants, from IREDELL, are, in material respects, 
substantially like this case, and must be governed by it. 


. 


JOHN C. MILLER er at. v. R. A. SHOAF Ev AL. 


Limitations, When Statute Begins to Run—Administration— 
Assets, Real, When Subject to Sale. 


1. The statute of limitations—The Code, sec. 153 (2)—-requiring creditors of 
deceased persons to commence actions within seven years after the 
qualification of the personal representative, contemplates those claims 
upon which the right of action had accrued at the time of such qualifi- 
cation; as to those upon which the right of action subsequently accrues, 
the statute begins to run from the date of such accrual. Syme v. 
Badger, 96 N. C., 197, and Andres v. Powell, 97 N. C., 155, distinguished. 


2. The statute—The Code, sec. 1489—authorizing the retention by an admin- 
istrator or executor of funds to meet unliquidated demands embraces 
only the demands. which are existing and capable of being ascertained. . 
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3. The fact that some of the heirs of a deceased debtor have disposed of 
lands descended from their ancestor, will not deprive a creditor of his 
remedy to subject those in possession of others. 


(320)  SpxctaL procrzeprne in the nature of a creditor’s bill, heard 

before McIver, J., at February Term, 1892, of Rowan, upon an 
appeal from the clerk upon a question of law, whether the plaintiff’s 
cause of action was barred by the statute of limitations. 

His Honor affirmed and approved the judgment and decision of the 
clerk, from which the defendant appealed. 

The facts appear in the complaint and answer, and are admitted to 
be true. 

The plaintiff alleged, in substance: That Daniel Hoffman died intes- 
tate in 1874, and the defendants John Eagle and R. A. Shoaf were duly 
appointed his administrators; that in 1891 Roseman, administrator of 
Elizabeth Propst, obtained judgment against the plaintiff and R. A. 
Shoaf and John Eagle, administrators of Daniel Hoffman, for $800, 
to be discharged upon the payment of $300; that the said John C. 
Miller and the defendants’ intestate, Daniel Hoffman, were cosureties 
on the administration bond of one Eli Propst, and said judgment was 
obtained against the plaintiff and the administrators of the said Daniel 
Hoffman on account of said suretyship; that the plaintiff in said judg- 
ment issued execution on the said judgment and compelled the plaintiff 
herein to pay the whole of said judgment; that the plaintiff demanded 
of the defendants contribution for which they were liable, but they have 
refused to pay the same, or any part thereof; that at the time of his 
death the said Daniel Hoffman was seized of a tract of land containing 
about 300 acres, which descended to his said heirs, and that the personal 
estate of the sad Hoffman has been exhausted in the payment of debts, 
and the plaintiff has apphed to the said administrators to have the land, 
or a part thereof, sold to pay his debt, but they have refused to ee 
with his reasonable request. 

Wherefore, he demanded judgment against the said administra- 

(821) tors for $150 and interest, and the further sum of one-half the 

costs of the suit of Propst’s administrator against John C. Miller 

and the said administrators, and that the said land be sold to pay said 
debt. 

The defendants answered, admitting the material allegations of the 
complaint, but for a further defense averred “that the defendants John 
Eagle and R. A. Shoaf, as administrators of Daniel Hoffman, have 
fully administered and settled the estate of their intestate and have no 
agsets, and, according to law, duly advertised for all persons having 
claims against said estate to present them for payment; that on 3 March, 
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1874, letters of administration were granted to the defendants John 
Eagle and R. A. Shoaf, and they have filed in the office of the probate 
judge of said county a final settlement of said estate on 8 September, 
1877; that the plaintifi’s cause of action therein stated did not accrue 
within six years next before the commencement of this action; that the 
plaintiff’s cause of action stated therein did not accrue within three 
years next before the commencement of this action; that the plaintiff’s 
cause of action did not accrue within ten years next before the com- 
mencement of this action; that the plaintiff’s cause of action did not 
accrue within seven years next before the commencement of this action; 
that the plaintiff’s cause of action did not accrue within one year next 
before the bringing of this action; that the real estate has been 
divided and partitioned among the heirs at law of the said Daniel Hoff- 
man, and nearly all of the land so partitioned has been sold to third 
parties, and only a few of the heirs now own the land so allotted to them, 
and there are no assets, and only a small portion of said heirs have 
retained their land, and others of said heirs are insolvent.” 


Kerr Cravge for plaintiff. . — (3822) 
Lee S. Overman for defendant. | 


Suepuerp, J. The plaintiff, John C. Miller, and Daniel Hoffman, 
deceased, were sureties on the administration bond of one Eli Propst, 
and in May, 1891, a judgment was obtained against the plaimtiff and 
the personal representatives of said Hoffman. Execution having issued, 
the plaintiff was compelled to pay the whole of said judgment, and this 
action is brought against the administrators and heirs at law of Hoff- 
man, the said cosurety, for contribution. 

Tt thus appears that the plaintiff’s case of action accrued in 1891 
(The Code, sec. 2094; Leak v. Covington, 99 N. C., 559), but it is 
contended that he is barred, both as against the personal and real repre- 
sentatives, because the former rendered their final account and settled 
the estate in 1877, having duly advertised for the presentation of claims 
when they qualified in 1874. There are no assets, therefore, in the 
hands of the administrators; nor does it appear that they did not fully 
and properly administer the estate, but the heirs at law have pleaded 
all the statutes of limitations, and especially do they rely upon the 
seven years statute (The Code, sec. 158, subdiv. 2) and Syme v. Badger, 
96 N. C., 197; Andres v. Powell, 97 N. C., 155, and the authorities 
therein cited. In other words, the heirs claim that they are entitled to 
hold the land against a creditor of their ancestor whose right of action 
has just accrued, although the personal assets have been exhausted in 
a due course of administration. What natural justice there is in such 
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a contention we are unable to discover, and we think it would be per- | 
plexing to the most profound casuist to defend so inequitable a dis- 
crimination on the ground of a public policy which requires that “repose 
should be given to estates.” If it has ever been intimated or decided 
by this Court that a cause of action can be barred by the statute of 
limitations before it has accrued, it is time that such a doctrine should 
be thoroughly repudiated. A statute to this effect passed after 

(323) a liability has been incurred would be clearly unconstitutional 
(Cooley Const. Lim., 367), and while such an act of the Legis- 
lature, if prospective in its nt might be sustained on the ground that 
parties must be deemed to. have contracted with reference to existing ~ 
laws, the courts would, in the absence of explicit language, be very 
slow to interpret the legislative will so as to impute to it a purpose to 
work such an anomaly in our jurisprudence. The act of 1715 (Rev. 
Code, 205) was very similar to the law now under consideration, and 
Hart, J., in delivering the opinion in Godley v. Taylor, 14 N. C., 180, 
said that “When the Legislature say that creditors shall make their 
claim within seven years after the death of the testator (in the present 
act after the date of the qualification of the administrator and making 
due advertisement), they must have in contemplation such a creditor 
as had a claim to make; such a claim that might be enforced in present. 
They did not mean a claim that might arise in futuro, which could 
not be enforced until it did arise or accrue. By an equitable construc- 
tion of the act, he must make his claim within seven years after it 
accrues. To require him to make it before would be to require of him 
an impossibility. The statutes of limitations generally begin to. run 
after the cause of action has accrued.” After quoting Chief Justice 
Abbott in Murray v. EF. I. Co., 7 EK. C. L., 66, that “It cannot be said 
that a cause of action exists unless there be also a person in existence 
capable of suing,” the Court further remarked: “Would not his lordship 
have been equally orthodox if. he had also said, although there is a 
creditor in existence, yet if there is no claim or cause of action, the stat- 
ute of limitations will not run?’ This latter proposition is not only sus- 
tained in the foregoing cases, but is an admittedly well settled principle 
of law. We are hardly driven in the present case to an equitable con- 
struction of the statute, for if we turn to sec. 138 of The Code we will 
find this very principle recognized as governing all of the pro- 
(324) visions respecting the lmitations of actions, and it cannot be 
said that The Code, sec. 153, contains anything which really 
conflicts with it. As is said in Godley v. Taylor, supra, such provisions 
“being all in part materia, ought to‘receive a uniform construction, not- 
withstanding slight variations in phraseology.” Since the decision in 
Godley’s case, supra, we can find nothing in our,reports in the way of 
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adjudication which recognizes the doctrine now “insisted upon by the 
defendants. In Syme v. Badger, supra, the question presented was, 
When did the cause of action accrue?—the plaintiffs insisting that it 
did not acerue until all of the remedies against the personal repre- 
sentative had been exhausted. The Court held otherwise, on the ground, 
it seems, that both the administrator and the heirs could have been sued 
together within seven years in an action in the nature of a ereditor’s 
bill. 

In Andres v. Powell, supra, it is stated in the opinion that the statu- 
tory period had elapsed after the cause of action had accrued, and this 
seems to be the ratzo decidendi of that case. 

We do not understand that either of the above jason rested upon 
the principle asserted by the defendants in the present case, and if 
there be anything in the opinions which countenances such a doctrine in 
the shghtest degree, it was unnecessary, and certainly does not meet 
with our approval. | 

- Our attention has been called to The Code, sec. 1489, which provides 
that “If upon a final accounting by a personal representative it appears 
that any claim exists against the estate which is not due, or on which 
suit 1s pending, the judge or clerk shall allow a sum sufficient to satisfy 
such claim,” ete. What effect this might have in exonerating the real 
representatives and imposing a lability upon the admuinistratrix for 
their neglect to comply with this provision, if it applied to this case, it 
is unnecessary to determine, as very clearly the claim of the plaintiff 1s 
not such a debt as is contemplated by the statute. It means 
some existing claim capable of being ascertained, and not the (325) 
mere lability of a surety or a cosurety ou an administration 
bond which may never ripen into a cause of action. To hold other- 
wise would indefinitely postpone the settlement of estates if the intes- 
tate happened to be a surety upon bonds of such a character; although 
there might be but little or no probability of any default on the part 
of the principal obligor. 

Neither is there anything in the fact that some of the fits have 
sold their lands. “Payment may be enforced against any tract for 
the satisfaction of the indebtedness, leaving those whose property 
may be taken to obtain contribution seconds to the respective values 
of the other lands held by devisees or heirs.” Lilly v. Wooley, 94 N. C., 
412. | 

We are of the opinion that there is no-error in the rulings of his 
Honor, and that the judgment should be 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Lee v. McKay, 118 N. C., 524. 
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W. T. ADAMS v. THE DURHAM AND NORTHERN RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Damages—Hasement—Eminent Domain—Railroads, Liability for 
Injuries by Constructing Road. 

1. It is a general rule that damages to .land caused by the erection of a 
waterway by a railroad company—if skillfully constructed—are included 
in the compensation for and pass by the grant of the easement of the 
right of way; but this general rule is subject to another rule, that the 
grantee of the easement shall not use its privilege in such manner as Le 
inflict unnecessary injury upon the servient owner. 


2. Where the evidence tended to show that a railroad company diverted one 
stream into another, so that the waters from both might be conducted 
through one waterway; and that such diversion was not necessary to 

insure the safety of the road, but merely for the purpose of lessening 
the cost of construction, the owner of the land so damaged was entitled 
to recover for injuries, notwithstanding he may have granted this right 
of way. 

3. When the injuries are the result of causes which may be removed, or a 
nuisance which may be abated, the measure of damages is not the differ- 
ence in the value of the land before and after the injury, but its com- 
parative productiveness. . 


Action to recover damages for overflow alleged to have been caused 
by turning a running stream into the channel of another while con- 
structing the road, so as to make both pass through a single waterway, 
tried at April Term, 1892, of Granviti4, before Boykin, J. 

The plaintiff and his wife had joined in a conveyance of the right of 
way for the Durham and Northern Railroad on either side of the center 
of the railroad track. 

The plaintiff introduced evidence that by reason of the turning of 
two streams of water, one called Adams’ Branch and the other Fleming’s 
Branch, into one, his land on both sides of the road was flooded and 
damaged. The plaintiff further showed that in clearing off the right 
of way certain logs and bushes were thrown by the defendant in Adams’ 
Branch, and the cost of clearing them out amounted to $40. The 
plaintiff did not introduce any evidence that the said railroad was negli- 
gently constructed, or that, in prudent and careful railroad construe- 
tion, it was not proper to cause the two branches to flow together, or 
that the trestle was not large enough to carry off the water. 

It was admitted that all the land of the plaintiff alleged to have been 
damaged was, before the railroad was built, in one tract. In estimat- 
ing the damage, all of the plaintiff’s evidence was as to the damage done 
to the entire tract, and there was no evidence introduced as to the dam- 

age done sack separate tract, except the cost of cleaning the | 
(327) logs, etce., from Adams’ Branch. 
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The defendant introduced the deed for the right of way over this 
land. 

William Moncure, a witness for the defendant, among other things, 
testified that he is by profession a civil engineer, aad was superintendent 
of the defendant’s road, and had been engaged in constructing and work-. 
ing on railroads for eleven years; that the road of the defendant over 
the land of the plaintiff is well and skillfully constructed, and the 
trestle is amply sufficient to carry off the water; that this trestle is 75 
feet long; that waterways under the track of railroads are always 
points of danger, as washouts are more likely to occur at these places 
than elsewhere; that in the construction of railroads it is always the 
custom of ee engineers to make one waterway instead of two when 
it is practicable to do so; that in trestles there is always more or less 
danger of the abutments aoe out, and these abutments have to be 
constantly and carefully watched; that it was possible at this place to 
have made two trestles, but the road would not have been as cheaply 
and safely constructed with two trestles as in the manner in which it 
was constructed. The defendant also introduced evidence that the land 
alleged to be injured was, before the road was built, and is now, a low, 
wet, swampy place, and was uncleaned and unfit for cultivation, and 
that Adams’ Branch in this swamp was always partially obstructed 
with logs, brush, ete. | 

_ The defendant asked the court to charge the jury as follows: 

1. That, upon the whole evidence, there was no evidence of negligence 
m the piustedotion of the road, and that the plaintiff was only entitled 
to recover the cost of cleaning out Adams’ Branch. This was refused, 
and defendant excepted. 

2. That if the jury should believe, from the niin: that (328) 
the defendant had purchased and paid for the right of way over 
this land, and that turning these two branches together was the 
proper and prudent manner of constructing said road, then that any 
damages which accrued from the proper and prudent construction of 
the road in the usual manner were included in the price paid for the 
right of way, and the plaintiff in this action could only recover the 
cost of cleaning out Adams’ Branch. This was refused, and the defend- 
~ ant excepted. 

8. That as the defendant had the right re its charter to construct 
the road, the plaintiff cannot recover unless he shows that the work was 
negligently done, or that he was damaged by some act of the road not 
necessary for its safe and prudent construction, and in this case there 
is no evidence of any negligence or useless damage, except in allowing 
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Adams’ Branch to be filled with logs. This was refused, and the de- 
fendant excepted. 

4. That the measure of damage for tlie injury done to the land above 
the road by reason of the obstructions allowed to accumulate in Adams’ 
Branch is the cost of clearing out such obstruction placed there by the 
defendant. This was refused, and the defendant excepted. 

His Honor charged the jury that there was no negligence in the con- 
struction of the road as regards the land lying below the roadbed, and in 
arriving at their verdict they would not allow any damages foe injury 
done this land; that if the jury believed that there was negligence in the 
construction of the trestle, and that it was not sufficient to carry off the 
water, and that by reason of such neghgence the land above the roadbed 
was nek they could allow such damages as they thought the plain- 
tiff had suffered by reason of such fide. 

To this charge the defendant excepted, and assigned as error that 
there was no evidence that there was any negligence in the construc- 

tion of the trestle, or that the trestle was not sufficient to carry 
(329) off the water, and because it was not responsive to the plaintiff’s 

prayer for instructions im regard to the measure of damages, 
and because, in arriving at the plaintifi’s damage, no witness had sepa- 
rated the damage done to-the various tracts, but in estimating the 
amount of damage had done so for the whole tract, both that above and 
that below the roadbed. 

There was verdict and judgment for the pelt and defendant 
appealed. 


A. W. Graham for plarnteff. 
J. B. Batchelor and John Devereux, Jr., for defendant. 


Avery, J., after stating the case: It is contended for the defendant 
that, though Fleming’s Branch was turned from its natural channel 
ano the track and made to pass under a trestle with the waters of 
Adams’ Branch, the undisputed fact that the work of constructing the 
trestle was skillfully done and that it afforded ample room for the 
passage of both streams, relieves the company from liability to the 
owner of the tract of aa on which the waterway is situated for dam- 
ages caused by overflow, either above or below the trestle, because com- 
pensation for such injury to that land as was incident to a proper con- | 
struction of the road across it, was allowed to the owner in estimating 
the value of the right of way. 

It is conceded that one of the propositions upon which this conten- 
tion is founded is, in the abstract, correct, and 1s supported by abun- 
dant authority. Such damage as is due to the erection of a waterway 
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over a running stream at the point of its intersection with the line 
_of a railway is considered, where the work is skillfully done, as included 
in the cost of the easement or to have passed as an incident to a grant 
of it; and the fact that it was so constructed as to pass the water, even 
in ce of ordinary freshet, being admitted, neither the owner of 

the servient tenement nor av proprietor of a tract above can (330) 
maintain an action for damage due to placing the structure 
across the stream. Hmry v. R. R., 102 N. C., 209; 6 A. & E., 552; - 
Proprietors v. R. R., 10 Cush. (Mass.), 385; Meares v. Wilmington, 
31 N. C., 73; Wright v. Wilmington, 92 N. G., 156; Rk. R. v. Wicker, 
74.N.C.,, 290, | 

The ee directly due to the diversion of a water-course from its 
natural channel is not considered to have been included in the esti- 
mated cost of the right of way merely because the corporation, acting 
- through its agents, may have found it less expensive to turn one branch 
into the channel of another, or to divert one from its natural bed 
rather than construct two trestles or locate one at the original inter- 
section of the stream with the railway. Whether an easement passed 
by private sale or condemnation, the estimate of its valuc is presumed 
to be made in contemplation of the observance on the part of the cor- 
poration of the golden maxim of the law, by so exercising its privilege 
as to inflict no unnecessary injury on the servient owner. Lewis on 
Eminent Domain, sec. 571; Angell on Water-courses, sec. 97; «bid, 
secs. 95, 95a; Lillotran v. Smith, 32 N. H., 94; Embry v. Owen, 6 Exe., 
369; Pugh v. Wheeler, 19 N. C., 50; Walton v. Mills, 86 N. C., 280; 
Wilhelm v. Burleyson, 106 N. C., 389; Gould on Waters, secs. 209, 214, 
401, 405; Hasher v. R. R., 60 Mo., 329; Curtis v. R. R., 98 Mass., 428, 
Lawrence v. R. R., T1 C. L., 648; Mills Em. Domain, sec. 81 (p. 220) ; 
Munken v. R. R., T2 Mo, 514; BR. BR. v. Wicker, supra. 

It would seem to be ie satablished rule in America that for any 
infringement of the plaintifi’s right, as of that to have the two branches — 
to flow in their accustomed channel, he would, as against a coterminous 
landowner above him, have the right to recover at least nominal dam- 
ages 1f no actual injury were shown (2 Shearman & Red. Neg., 733; 
Gould, supra, secs..401 and 405; Bishop’s C. L., sec. 892); and 
where the flow of the stream is changed, or two running streams (331) 
are united by a corporation holding an easement merely for the 
purpose of diminishing the cost of construction, and not because such 
changes are necessary to imsure the safety and permanency of the 
structure built by it, the company must answer for such damages as are 
caused by the divisions made, not to protect the lives and property of 
its prospective patrons, but to diminish the draught upon its treasury. 
Lewis Em. Dom., secs. 61, 62 and 571; Mills Em. Dom., sec. 81. 
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If Fleming’s Branch was turned away from its original channel and 
into Adams’ Branch merely to save money, and not lives and property, 
the roadbed might have been completed, possibly at greater cost to the 
company, but without inflicting the injury from overflow above and 
below the track which is complained of. It being admitted, as a general 
rule, that such injuries to the servient tenement as are necessarily 
incident to a skillful construction of the road are considered as included 
in the compensation for the easement, it is clear that the skill is not to 
be measured by the cost of the structure alone, but by its completion 
upon such a location and in such a manner as to provide for the public 
safety and convenience without unnecessary injury to the land subject to. 
the servitude. When the attempt is made to draw and define the line © 
of legal right between two such conflicting claimants, it is essential 
always to recur to the rule, Sic utere tuo, ut aleenwm non loedas, as the 
touchstone by which the culpability of conduct is to be determined. 
The persons who fixed the cost of the casement contemplated the build- 
ing of the structure with an eye to the safety and convenience of the 
public, and subject to this controlling purpose, with a proper regard 
for the rights of the servient as well as dominant owner. , 

The court erred in submitting the question whether in their opinion 
there was negligen¢e in the construction (not the location) of the 

trestle by failure to provide a sufficient room for the passage of 
(332) the water, and whether, by reason of such negligence, the land 
above the roadbed was injured, and in making the right of 
recovery depend solely upon their finding in this respect, as all of the 
evidence tended to show that the trestle afforded ample room for the 
passage of the water even in time of ordinary freshets. Morgan v. .R. R., 
98 N. C., 247. The instruction was calculated to mislead them. 
The judge should have told the jury that by diverting Fleming’s 
Branch from its channel above the railroad, unless 1t was neces- 
‘sary to do so in order to make the best provision for the safety of 
passengers and property to be transported over the road, the defendant 
company incurred lability for at least nominal damages, and for such 
actual damage from overflow as was caused to the plaintiff’s land above 
the railroad or below it, by diverting the branch from its natural course 
as well as by throwing logs into Adams’ Branch, or allowing obstruc- 
tions to be placed in that portion of the stream covered by the ease- 
ment. 

If the true test should be hereafter applied by a jury, they might find 
a greater or less sum to be due than that fixed by their verdict for the 
land above the track; but since the charge was evidently calculated to 
mislead, the defendant has the right to demand a new trial as to that 
question. As we understand the facts from a statement that is not very 
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full or clear, and as we gathered them from mutual admissions of 
counsel on the argument, the court below also erred in giving the 
instruction that the jury must not allow any damage for injury done to 
the plaintiff’s land lying below the railway. This was not an error of 
which the defendant complained, but, as the case is to be tried again, it 
is not improper to anticipate a question that must inevitably arise in 
the court: below on the next trial, and would probably have arisen now 
if plaintiff’s appeal had been perfected. If there was testimony tending 
to show (as seems to be conceded, and as the map indicated ) 

that the plaintiff’s land below the railroad, and above the point (383) 
at which Fleming’s Branch originally entered into Adams’ 
Branch, was injured by overflow, and that such overflow was caused by 
turning the water of both into one channel, then the defendant was 
answerable also for such damage above the point of original inter- 
section of the two streams, and it should have been estimated by the 
jury. 

In eases of this kind, when the damage is due to a cause that may 
be removed, or a nuisance that may be abated, the measure of damage 
is not the difference in the market value of the land before and after 
the injury, but is estimated by comparing its productiveness before and 
after the flooding. Spilman v. Navigation Co., 74 N. C., 675; 16 
A. & E., 984. _ 

For the reasons given, we think there was 

Error. 


Cited: Waters v. Lumber Co., 115 N. C., 654; Fleming v. BR. R., 
vb., 693, 697; Radley v. R. Rk., 118 N. C., 998, 1004; Parker vo. fh. B., 
119 N. C., 685; Craft v. Timber Co., 182 N. C., 155; Jones v. Kramer, 
183 N. C., 448; Thomason v. R. R., 142 N. C., 328; Parks v. Rk. B., 
143 N.C., 295; Davenport v. R. R., 148 N. C., 291; Webb. v. Chemical 
Co., 170 N. C., 664; Morrow v. Mills, 181 N. C., 425. 


HENRY TUCKER vy. FLORA TUCKER. 
Sale of Land for T'axes—Pleading—Presumption. 


1. The plaintiff, claiming under a tax sale, in his complaint alleged that the 
land (describing it by metes and bounds) had been allotted to defendant 
as a homestead; that the said land had been duly listed for taxation, 
and, upon failure of the owner, the “said land” was sold for taxes: Held, 
there was an irresistible inference that the entire tract was sold, and no 
one but the county (under the Revenue Act of 1885) being entitled to 
purchase the whole tract, a sale to an individual was void. 
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2. This inference is not rebutted by an agreed statement of facts that the land 
was duly listed, the tax lists placed in the hands of the collector, dnd that 
advertisements and sales were made, there being no statement as to 
the manner in which the sale was made. 


3. The presumption that one who makes a sale of land for. taxes has com- 
plied with the requirements of the law regulating such sales does not 
arise until after the deed to be made thereupon has been executed. 


Prrirron by defendant to rehear this case, reported in 108 N. C., 
235, 


T. W. Strange for Beene, 
No counsel contra. 


Suupuerp, J. It is a well settled rule that “No case ought to be 
reversed upon petition to rehear unless it was decided hastily, or some 
material point was overlooked, or some direct authority was not called 
to the attention of the Court.” Watson v. Dodd, 72 N. C., 240; Gay 
v. Grant, 105 N. C., 478; Hudson v. Jordan, ante, 250. 

The converse of the rien is of course true, and is applicable to 
the present case. 

On the former hearing the argument of counsel was chiefly addressed 
to the following questions : (1) Whether the defendant, to whom a home- 
stead had been allotted in leu of dower, could forfeit her right thereto 
by a sale of the same for nonpayment e taxes and failure to redeem 
within the statutory time. The Constitution, Art. X, sec. 2, expressly 
makes the homestead liable to sale for taxes. (2) Whether the plaintiff 
was the “next in title’ who was entitled to redeem on the failure of the 
life tenant to do so. Under the canon of descents, The Code, sec. 1281, 
Rules 9 and 10, he clearly was. We held, therefore, both questions in 
the affirmative, and adversely to the defendant. We are satisfied of the 
correctness of the decision on these questions; but we were inadvertent 

to the point now called to our attention, and we think, as a 
(335) plain matter of justice, it should be passed upon by us. Upon 

referring to one of our note-books, we find that the point was 
made by. counsel, but as the greater part ‘of his argument was directed, 
as we have said, to the other questions, it was overlooked by the Court 
In arriving at its conclusion. Such being the case, we have very 
_ cheerfully awarded to the defendant a rehearing. 

The facts are fully stated in 108 N. C., 235. These need not be 
repeated here, as it 1s sufficient to say, for our present purpose, that the 
only question to be determined is whether, upon the pleadings and the 
facts agreed, there was a valid sale of the land for taxes. If there was 
no such valid sale, there was no forfeiture to the plaintiff as the next in 
title (Laws 1885, ch. 177, sec. 59), and our former judgment should be 
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reversed. The alleged sale was made under sections 39 and 40, ch. 177, 
of the above mentioned act of the Legislature, and this, among other 
things, provides that “The whole tract or contiguous body of land 
belonging to a delinquent person or company shall be set up for. sale at 
the same time, and the bid shall be struck off to him who will pay the 
amount of taxes with all the expenses for the smallest part of the land. 
If no one will or shall offer to pay the amount of taxes for a. less 
number of acres than the whole number of acres in said tract, then the 
sheriff shall bid off the property for the county,” ete. From this it 
appears that, under the law as then existing, no one but the county 
could become the purchaser of an entire tract of land sold for taxes, 
and the sale in this case being distinctly denied in the answer, the only 
point to be considered is whether the whole tract was exposed to sale 
and bid off by Maria Fuller. That the whole of the tract was ex- 
posed to sale and bid off by the said Maria is, in our opinion, plainly 
manifest from the pleadings and the facts agreed. The plaintiff sues 
for a certain lot of land, and with much particularity describes 

it in his complaint by metes and bounds. He alleges that “The (336): 
defendant was the owner of a life estate in sazd land, the same 
having been allotted to her in due form of law as her homestead ; 
that satd land and premises were in due form of law listed by the de- 
fendant for taxation; . . . that defendant willfully failed and 
refused to pay the said taxes and allowed the same to be sold.” From 
the statement of facts agreed, it appears that. the defendant had the 
* “locus allotted to her in due form of law as her homestead ; 

that the taxes were assessed against her and the land in. controversy; 
: that said land was exposed for sale, . . . and the same 
was bid off . . . by Maria Fuller.” — | 

The irresistible inference to be drawn from the foregoing extracts is 
that the whole of the land as described in the complaint was attempted — 
to be sold by the sheriff, and we seek 1 m vain to find in any part of the 
record the slightest iniiiation that only a part of it was so disposed of. 
If only a part of the tract specifically described in the complaint was 
sold, and the plaintiff claims it by reason of a forfeiture occasioned by 
the delinquency of the defendant and the consequent sale, how does it 
happen that he is suing for the whole tract, claiming the same solely by 
virtue of the alleged sale? 

It is insisted, however, that in the face of all this, we are authorized 
to say that only a part of the tract was sold, and this because of certain 
recitals in the statement of the facts agreed. Let us examine and see 
the nature of these statements. They are as follows, to wit: “That 
defendant duly listed, according to law, said land and premises; 
that in the time prosoribed by law the tax lists . . . were placed 
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in the hands of the sheriff . . . in the manner prescribed by 
law; . . . that after the advertisement required by law, the said 
land was exposed to sale; . . . that the same was bid off by 


(337) Maria Fuller, and the certificate of sale was duly registered 

according to law.” Jt is said that the frequent recurrence of the 
expressions “according to law,” “prescribed by law,” and the like, raises 
a presumption that the sale was regular in. all respects. ‘These expres- 
sions (though not presumptions of law, but simply statements of fact to 
be construed as any other fact agreed upon) do certainly umport the 
regularity of the performance. of the particular acts to which they 
refer, such as the listing for taxes, placing the tax lists in the hands of 
the sheriff, advertising, the registration of the certificate, and the like; 
but they extend no further; and it is to be noted that there is no 
statement that the sale was made according to or as prescribed by law. 
Even if such statements could be considered as presumptions of law, it 
is plain that they have no reference to the quantity of the land sold. 
And so, if there had been a statement that the sale was made “according 
to law,’ it would be a mere matter of construction as to the meaning of 
the facts agreed, and these, as we have seen, unmistakably show that 
the whole and not a part of the land was sold. It is further insisted 
that by the act above mentioned (section 42) it is to be presumed that 
the sheriff has complied with “all the requirements of the law”; but very 
plainly this has nothing to do with our case, as no deed has ever been — 
executed by the sheriff,-and the presumption does not arise until this 
has been done. Had there been a deed, we are entirely-clear that the — 
prima facie case under the statute would have been rebutted by the 
pleadings and the facts as agreed upon by the parties. 

If we had any doubt upon the question, it would vanish before the 
familiar principle, so often laid down by this Court, that one whose 
claim is based upon a sale for taxes must show “that the taxes were. 
due, and that every other material requirement has been complied with.” 
Fox v. Safford, 90 N. C., 296. There being no deed, the presumption 
of law, therefore, is against the plaintiff; and instead of showing that 

all the material requirements have been complied with, his com- 
(338) plaint, as we have seen, as well as the facts found, show directly 
contrary. : | ! | 

‘We must, therefore, conclude that the point overlooked by us on the 
former hearing is well taken by the defendant, and, while adhering to 
our previous decision upon the questions discussed in the opinion, we 
think that the judgment should, for the reasons we have given, be 

Reversed. — 


Oited: Hodgin v. Bank, 125 N. C., 508, 511. 
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*L. M. WATERS v. THE RICHMOND AND DANVILLE RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 


Common Carriers—Contract, Ilegal—N egligence. 


1. A common carrier is not exempt from Hability for negligence in trans- 
porting passengers or freight, even though the purpose of the shipper 
or passenger is unlawful and was so. known to all the parties, unless the 
unlawful purpose entered into the consideration of the contract. 


2. In an action for damages alleged to have been caused by the failure of 
a railroad company to ship freight at a time stipulated, it was error to 
submit to the jury the question of damages caused by the detention en 
route of the freight shipped under a subsequent contract, especially as the 
complaint did not contain any allegation of a breach in that respect. 


Appra at Fall Term, 1891, of Asun, from Bynum, J. 7 

A former appeal in this action was decided at February Term, 1891 
(108 N. C., 349), when a new trial was granted, after which plaintiff 
filed an amended complaint, in which it is alleged in substance that the 
defendant is a corporation duly created by law, owning and 
operating a line of railroad between the town of Taylorsville, in (339) 
North Carolina, and: the city of Charleston, South Carolina. 
That on or about 10 May, 1888, he was the owner of a lot of cattle 
which he desired to ship from Taylorsville to the city of Charleston, 
and in order to reach said. city on the Saturday morning following, he 
contracted with the defendant, for and in consideration of $58.50, to 
furnish on Wednesday night one safe and substantial Richmond and 
Danville stock-car capable of holding and transporting the said cattle, 
thirty-two 1n number, and that the said car should be transported with 
diligence and dispatch from Taylorsville to Charleston, and reach the 
latter place on Saturday morning. That the defendant, at the time of 
making the said contract, was distinctly and plainly informed that the 
plaintiff desired to reach Charleston on Saturday to be ready for the 
Monday market. That the defendant neglected and failed to perform 
and comply with said contract, and by reason of said neglect and fail- 
ure the plaintiff sustained $350 damage, and he demands judgment 
for the same, and for costs, ete. 

The defendant answered, admitting that it was a corporation as 
alleged, but denying all the other allegations sertatum, and for a fur- 
ther defense alleged : 

“1. That, as it 1s informed and believes, a cattle car of a kind in 
constant use on its road was tendered to the plaintiff on his arrival at 
the town of Taylorsville, and refused by him. 


_ *Avery, J., did not sit on the hearing of this appeal. 
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“9. That, as it is informed and believes, it was Sunday market im 
Charleston which plaintiff desired to reach, and this information is 
obtained partly from the sworn statement of plaintiff in his original 
complaint, and, as it is advised and believes, the law of South Carolina 
prohibits the sale or offering for sale of any property in said State on 
Sunday. 

“3. That plaintiff’s cattle were shipped by defendant from Taylors- 

ville within a reasonable time from their delivery at its depot.” 
(340) This answer was duly sworn to. 

Upon the trial the plaintiff offered in silence the verified 
answer of the defendant in the original action, and afterwards the 
defendant put in evidence the original verified complaint of the plain- 
tiff, which are set out in full in the record. Much other evidence was 
offered, to which there were many exceptions. | 

At the close of the evidence the defendant asked in writing twenty- 
one special instructions, eight of which were refused, and exceptions 
entered by defendant; but only two (the second and twenty-first) seemed 
to be insisted upon by counsel in his brief for defendant. The second 
prayer for instructions was as follows: 

“Tf the jury believe the evidence of the plaintiff himself, he had in 
his mind at the time of making the contract the purpose to expose his 
cattle to sale on Sunday, and communicated this purpose to the defend- 
ant, and ys contract, if made, was void, and the plaintiff is not entitled 
to recover.’ : 

Hosieacuon refused, and defendant Sask 


G. V. Strong and G. W. Bower for plaintiff. 
G. F. Bason for defendant. | 


Davis, J., after stating the case: When this case was before us on 
the former appeal (108 N. C., 349), the Court said that the Judge below 
very properly declined to give the instruction that the “contract was 
based upon an illegal consideration and was void, . . . as there is 
not the slightest illegality, either in the consideration or promise. The 
consideration was $58.50, and the promise was to transport the cattle so 
as to reach the city of Charleston on Saturday. We presume that the 
defendant intended to present the question as to the effect of the 

alleged illegal purpose of the plaintiff, but as the point is not 

(341) presented in the prayer for instruction, we do not feel at liberty | 

to pass upon it in this appeal.” The question which the Court 

declined to pass upon, because not presented by the prayer for instruc- 
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tion, is now directly presented by the prayer, but there is no issue to 
which the prayer for instructions is applicable. There was no objec- 


tion to the issues framed, and none was tendered as to the purpose of | 


the plaintiff with regard to the sale of cattle on Sunday, or of the 
knowledge of the defendant of his purpose, but there was evidence 
tending to show the plaintiff’s illegal purpose to sell on Sunday, and © 
that that purpose was communicated to the defendant. The jury were 
instructed, at the request of the defendant, that “If the plaintiff had 
in his mind, at the time of making the alleged contract, the purpose to 
sell his cattle or expose them for sale in Charleston on Sunday, and 
communicated his purpose to the defendant, and the contract was 
made with this understanding, then it is void, and the plaintiff 1s not 
entitled to recover”; and we think this instruction was fully as lberal 
as the defendant was entitled to bearing upon the illegality of the 
contract; and though the question was not presented by any issue, we. 
deem it proper to say that railroad companies are public carriers of 
passengers and freight, and they cannot exempt themselves from lia- 
bility for damages by reason of the fact that freight is to be used for 
-some illegal purpose at the point of destination, or that the object of 
the passenger is to do some illegal act at the point of destination, even 
if the railroad company had knowledge of the illegal purpose, unless 
that illegal purpose was the consideration and inducement of the con- 
tract. The railroad company has no right to say to the passenger or to 
the shipper, “I will not transport you or your freight, for it is your 
purpose to do some unlawful act’; but if 1t makes some special contract, 
not in the regular order of transportation, as, for instance, to furnish 
a special train to passengers to go to a particular point to engage 

im a prize fight, the contract will be illegal and void, and no (342) 
action could grow out of it. An illegal contract furnishes no 
ground, in law, of action; but the railroad is ndt exempt from hability 
for negligence, even though the purpose of the shipper or passenger be 
illegal, unless the illegal purpose enter into the consideration of the 
contract of transportation. 

The twenty-first prayer for instruction en the court rue to 
give was: “Plaintiff can recover nothing for the drift at Columbia nor 
for his expenses there, and nothing for the drift at Taylorsville, except 
for such as would have occurred notwithstanding good care and atten- 
tion.” It is in evidence that the cattle were shipped, but not under the 
contract for the breach of which this action is brought. The plaintiff 
himself testified, “I shipped my cattle on a written contract different 
from the one first made.” There is no allegation in the complaint of 
any breach of the written contract under which the eave shipped his 
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cattle, nor of any damage by reason of detention in Columbia. The 
written contract under which the cattle were shipped was made, accord- 
ing to the evidence, after the plaintiff reached Taylorsville, and after 
the breach of the parol contract, for the breach of which this action is 
brought, and his Honor erred in refusing the last instruction. 
Error. 


Cited: McNeill v. R. R., 135 N. C., 724. 


(343) 
MARCUS TILLEY, ADMINISTRATOR, Vv. MARY M. BIVENS er At. 
A ppeal—Ref erence—Haceptions—Motion to Recommit. 
1. An exception should point out the error complained of. A mere ‘‘objec- 
. tion” is not a compliance with the statute or the rules of court in that 
respect. 


2. The fact that a referee failed to find certain facts is not ground for an 
exception, but is ground for a motion to recommit with instructions. 


Motion to confirm report of referee at January Term, 1891, of 
Durnam; Boykin, J. 

This is a special proceeding, brought by the plaintiff administrator 
with the will annexed, to obtain a license to sell the real estate of his 
testatrix to make assets to pay debts, etc. The defendant denied that 
the estate was chargeable with debts as alleged, and denied that there 
was necessity for sale of the land, ete. By consent of parties there was 
an order of reference to take and state an account, etc. The referee 
took evidence at great length, found the facts and made report, to 
which the defendants filed divers exceptions. 

The court adopted the findings of fact, overruled all the exceptions, 
both to the findings of fact and law, and granted the license to sell the 
land, ete., and the defendants appealed. 


W. W. Fuller for placnteff. 
J. Parker and J. S. Mannang for defendants. 


Mrerrmon, ©. J. It appears that there were one hundred and 
seventy-five “objections” to evidence before the referee, most of which 
seem to have been merely captious. There is no assignment of error, 
nor does the “objection” suggest the ground of it. Mere objection does 
not serve the purpose of an exception, and the latter, when made, must | 

specify in terms or by intelhgent implication what the ground of 
(344) it is; otherwise, it must go for naught. This is required by the 
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statute as well as the settled practice of this Court. The Code, sec. 
412, par. 2; Suit v. Suit, 78 N. C., 272; Cooper v. Middleton, 94: N. C., 
86; Battle v. Mayo, 102 N. C., 413: Joyner v. Stancill, 108 N. C., 153. 

There are divers exceptions to the report of the referee. Most of 
these relate to findings of fact. The court approved and adopted these 
findings as its own, and as there was evidence from which they might be 
made, we cannot review them. This is settled by many decisions. 

There were exceptions based upon the ground that the referee had 
failed to find certain facts. ‘This was not ground of exception; it might 
have been ground of a motion to recommit the report, with instruction 
to find them if it appeared that they were material. Blalock v. Manu- 
facturing Co., ante, 99. | 

The exceptions to conclusions of law present no questions of impor- 
tance, and it can serve no useful purpose to refer to them in detail. It 
is sufficient to say that most of them are fully warranted by the find- 
ings of fact. Nothing appears to show that the plaintiff ought to be 
taxed with any part of the costs, or that costs were improperly allowed. 
The exceptions in these respects should state facts sufficiently to show 
the ground of objection; otherwise, the presumption is that the allow- 


ance was properly made and the judgment was correct. 
Affirmed. 


Cited: S. c., 119 N. O., 349. 


(345) 
THE MOREHEAD BANKING COMPANY ev av. v. E. A. WHITAKER er At. 


Hoidence—F raud. 


1. A reservation in a deed of trust for benefit of creditors, of the homestead 
and personal property exemption provided in the Constitution, or $500 
in money in lieu of such personal property exemption, is no evidence of 
a fraudulent purpose. 


2. The mere fact that one of the preferred creditors in an assignment is the 
son of the debtor will not raise a presumption that the indebtedness is 
fraudulent. 


Appras at October Term, 1891, of Dunnam, from Winston, J. 

This is a creditors’ action brought against the defendant Whitaker, 
their debtor, and V. Ballard, the trustee of a deed of trust executed on 
12 January, 1891, whereby the said Whitaker conveyed to him all his 
real and personal property, consisting of land, goods in store, rights, 
credits, ete., to be sold, collected, and applied to the payment of the 


241 


“4 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. | 1110 
Banking Co. v. WHITAKER. 


debts of his creditors against him, preferring certain of. them before 
others by classes. In this deed the said Whitaker reserves his right of 
homestead and personal property exemption in these words: “The said — 
parties of the first part (Whitaker and wife) reserve and except from 
the operation of this deed the homestead secured to them by the Consti- 
—tutition and laws of said State in the lot of land above described, and do 
hereby direct and require said party of the second part (the trustee) 
to have the same laid off and allotted to them, or such one of them as 
may be entitled to it according to law; and aid party of the second 
part shall have allotted and set apart to said E. A. Whitaker, according » 
to law, and after selection of the articles by said Whitaker, the per- 
sonal property exemption allowed to him by the -Constitution and laws 

of the State, unless said Whitaker shall elect to take the same in 
(346) money or partly in money, in which event the sum of. money so 

preferred by him, not exceeding $500, shall be paid to him by 
said party of the second part out of the proceeds of sales and collections 
hereinafter provided for in heu of his said exemption 1n specific articles 
of property in whole or in part, as the case may be; and subject to the 
two foregoing reservations of real and personal exemptions, said party 
of the second part shall proceed to collect as rapidly as possible all notes, 
accounts, and debts of every kind owing to said E. A. Whitaker, and i: 
shall sel] all said land in excess of the constitutional homestead, and 
all said personal property in said excess of said personal property exemp- 
tion at private or public sale for cash only, as seems to him best for the. 
creditors of the said E. A. Whitaker, and in the manner most likely to 
yield enough to pay the debts, and he shall apply all Proceets of colleec- 
tions and sales as fast as realized: ” ete. 

The purpose of the action is to have said deed declared void for 
He aud, the property sold, the debts collected, and the proceeds thereof. 
applied. to the satisfaction of the plaintiffs’ debts according to their 
respective rights, etc. The plaintiffs contend, among other things, that 
the above recited provision of said deed of trust renders it presumptively 
fraudulent upon its face, upon the ground that it provides for the case, 
convenience, and advantage of the said Whitaker to the prejudice of his 
_ creditors, and is intended to hinder and delay them, etc., and they asked 
the court to so instruct the jury, which it declined to do, and the plain- 
tiffs excepted. ° 

The court submitted to the jury these issues, to which they rosporded 
as ate at the end of each: 

. “Was the deed of assignment of E. A. Whitaker and wife to 
V. et as set out in the complaint, made by E. A. Whitaker with - 
intent to face: delay, and defraud his creditors?” Answer: “No.” 
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2. “Is the debt of E. A. Whitaker, Jr., preferred in said deed (347) 
of trust, just and true?” Answer: “Yes.” 

The court gave judgment for the defendants, and the plaintiffs 
appealed. 


OW. A; Guthrie, J. Parker, and J. 8. ng for Minis 
W.W. Fuller for ogee 


Merrimon, C. J., after stating the facts: The deed of trust in ques-— 
tion upon its face purports by its terms and effect to convey all the 
property of the defendant debtor to his codefendant trustee, reserving 
to the former his right of homestead and personal property exemption 
from execution for the benefit of his creditors as therein classified. The 
trustee is required to take possession of the property, sell it, collect the | 
rights and credits as rapidly as practicable, having in view the best 
advantage of the creditors, and to pay their debts as fast as he. shall: 
realize money for the purpose. The debtor had the right to so classify — 
and prefer his creditors by paying one or more of them before others. 
~ He did not reserve to himself any advantage or provide for any delay or 
hindrance to his creditors, except that he reserved his rights of property 
exemptions as allowed by the Constitution and laws. Such reserva- 
tion does not imply fraud or fraudulent purpose; 1t withholds nothing 
from his creditors that they are entitled to have—nothing that they 
could sell under execution, if the deed had not been made. The deed 
in no way helped the debtor to claim and have his exemptions; these 
the law secured to him in any case; they afforded no motive, fraudu- 
lent or otherwise, to make the deed. The mere fact that the debtor pro- 
vided in the deed that he might take money in leu of articles of prop- 
erty did not prejudice the creditor; this provision did not help him to 
any advantage to the prejudice of the plaintifis.. In any case he could 
only get $500, and the leading and declared purpose is to get 
only the exemption allowed by law. The reservation, therefore, (348) 
did not render the deed presumptively fraudulent upon its face, 
nor was it evidence of fraud or fraudulent purpose. Higenbrun v. 
Smith, 98 N. C., 207. , 

It appeared on the trial that E. A. Whitaker, Jr., a creditor of the 
third class provided for, is a son of the defendant debtor, and the plain- 
tiffs requested the court specially to instruct the jury that on account 
of such relationship the law presumed his debt to be fraudulent, subject 
to the right of the defendants to rebut such presumption. The court 
declined to do so, and the plaintiffs excepted. The mere fact of such 
relationship and the indebtedness of the father to the son did not raise 
the presumption that such indebtedness was fraudulent, and hence the 
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plaintiffs were not entitled to the instruction asked for. Father and 
son may deal with each other in good faith just as others not so related 
may do. Where interested parties bring their mutual dealings into 
question, the mere relationship gives rise to suspicion, and it becomes 
evidence of fraud. Other like attending evidence may raise the pre- 
sumption of fraud, subject to be rebutted. Thus, if the father be in- 
solvent and sell his property to his son for less than its reasonable value, 
the presumption of fraud would arise where explanation is withheld; 
but such presumption might be rebutted. When such presumption 
arises, the jury, under proper instructions from the court, must find 
the fraudulent intent, unless it shall be rebutted by proof satisfactory to 
them. Winchester v. Reid, 53 N. C., 377; MeCanless v. Flanchum, 
89 N. C., 873; Helms v. Green, 105 N. C., O51. 

The sour: have reference to the faseaia on prayed for above men- 
tioned, told the jury that “It is a rule of law, says an eminent judge, 
that when a debtor much embarrassed conveys property of much value 
to a near relation, and the transaction is secret, and no one present to 

witness the transaction but mere relations, it is to be regarded as | 
(349) fraudulent; but when the relations are made witnesses in the 

cause, and depose to the fairness and bona fides of the transac- 
tion, and that there was no purpose of secrecy, it then becomes a ques- 
tion for the jury to determine the intent which influenced the parties, 
and to find it fraudulent or otherwise, as the evidence may satisfy them.” 
In view of the evidence, this instruction was all the plaintiffs were 
entitled to have. Although it was not directly appropriate, it gave the 
jury to understand that if the defendant father was insolvent, and he 
became largely indebted to his son, a preferred creditor, such indebted- 
ness would “be regarded as fraudulent,” unless it should appear to them 
otherwise from evidence referred to before them. ‘The instructions of 
the court to the jury were intelligent and very fair, rather favorable to. 
the plaintiffs, and they have no substantial grounds of complaint. The 
jury rendered their verdict adverse to them, and there was evidence upon 
which they might do so. 

There are other unimportant exceptions, but we need not refer to 
them further than to say that they are without merit and cannot be 
sustained. | 

No error. 


= Clement v. Cozart, 112 N. C., 423; Bank v. Bridgers, 114 
. O., 386; Bank v. Gilmer, 116 N. C., 702; Thomas v. Pulford, 117 
- Cy 689 : Goldberg v. Cohen, 119 N.. Cs 6B; Joyner v. Sugg, 132 
N. C., 588. 
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(350) 
THE WILSON DRUG COMPANY v. THE PHG§NiIx ASSURANCE 
COMPANY. | 


Contract-—Insurance. 


Plaintiffs were wholesale and retail dealers in drugs, paints, and other goods 
usually kept in drug stores; the business was carried on in one building, 
the wholesale and retail departments being separated by a partition; an 
insurance policy insured “their wholesale stock of drugs, paints, oils, 
dye-stuffg, and other goods on hand, . . . contained in the three- 
story brick and basement metal-roof building, situate,” etc.: Held, that 

- the contract of insurance embraced both the goods in wholesale and retail 
departments in the described building. 


Aprnan from Bynum, J., at Spring Term, 1892, of Mrecxienpure. 
This action is brought to recover the sum of money specified in a 
- policy of insurance of the defendant, whereby it “insured the plaintiff 
against loss or damage by fire to the amount of $1,500 on plaintiff’s 
stock of surgical instruments, including amputating and operating cases, 
pocket-cases, gynecological, ear, eye, throat, and all other instruments 
usually kept in surgical instrument depots, all contained in the three- 
story and basement brick metal-roof building situate No. 20 (Sanborn 
map, 1890) East Trade Street, Charlotte, N. ©.” 

This pohey contained, among other things, this provision: 

“7, In case of any other insurance upon the property hereby insured, 
whether made prior or subsequent to the date of this policy. the assured 
shall be entitled to recover of this company no greater proportion of the 
loss sustained than the sum hereby insured bears to the whole amount 
insured thereon, without reference to the dates of the different policies, 
or their invaliditiy from want of notice of this or other insurance, or 
from the violation of any of their conditions, or the insolvency of any 
or all the insurance companies; and it 1s hereby declared and agreed 
that. in ease of the assured holding any other. policy in this or any 
other company on the property imsured, subject to the condi- 
tions of average or coinsurance, this policy shall be subject to (3851) 
average or colnsurance in like manner.’ 

It appeared that the plaintiff had policies of j insurance of divers 
other insurance companies containing the like provision as that last 
recited, which imsured the plaintifi’s property as follows: “On their 
stock of drugs, medicines, paints, oils, turpentine, dye-stuffs, glass, 
fancy goods, cigars, liquors, and other merchandise usually kept in drug 
stores, contained in the three-story and basement brick metal-roof build- 
ing situate at No. 20 Trade Street, Charlotte, N. C. Other insurance 
allowed.” 
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The plaintiff also had another policy issued to it by the Orient Fire 
Insurance Company, which contained the like provision as that above 
recited, which insured its property as follows: 7 

“On their wholesale stock of drugs, paints, oils, dye-stutts, ie other 
goods on hand for sale not more hazardous, while contained in the three- 
story brick and basement metal-roof building situate on the south side 
of Trade Street, between Tryon and. College streets, Charlotte, N. C. 
Other insurance allowed.” 

It was admitted that the plaintifi’s property was lost by fire on 31 
January, 1891, without any fault on its part. 

The plaintiff’s loss of the property insured by the defendant was 
greater than $1,500, and it insisted that the defendant was bound to 
pay the full amount specified in its policy. The defendant, however, 
insisted that it was only bound to pay so much of the loss as the said 
Orient Fire Insurance Company was not bound to pay, under the con- 
tributory provision recited above. It was contended by the plaintiff 
that the policy of the last-named company did not embrace the property 

insured by the policy of the defendant sued upon; that the latter 
(352) alone embraced such property, and therefore the plaintiff was 
entitled to judgment for the full amount. | 

It appeared that the plaintiff was a wholesale and also a retail dealer 
in drugs, medicines, paints, oils, dye-stuffs, turpentine, fancy goods, 
liquors, and other goods usually kept in drug stores. These businesses 
were carried on in the same house, a partition only separating the 
wholesale from the retail business. | 

The court was of opimion that the péliey of the said Orient Fire 
Insurance Company covered and embraced the property insured by the 
policy of the defendant, and that the latter was only bound to pay its 
pro rata part of the loss in question, and gave judgment accordingly, 
and the plaintiff appealed. 


Burwell & Walker (by er ) for plainteff. 
Jones & Tillett (by brief) for defendant. — 


Merrrimon, C. J., after stating the case: It is to be noticed that the 
defendant’s policy referred to and embraced particular goods of particu- 
lar kinds or elasses.. It was not intended by it to insure. the plaintiffs | 
whole stock of goods, but to insure those particularly described and 
specified. The policy of the Orient Fire Insurance Company was 
plainly intended.to be comprehensive; it specifies the plaintiii’s * ‘whole- 
sale stock of drugs, paints, oils, dye-stuffs, and other goods.” These 
last are comprehensive words-—n0t limited to other wholesale goods “on 
hand for sale not more hazardous,” simply in the wholesale part of 
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the house, but “contained in three-story brick and basement metal- 
roof building.” There is no word of limitation except the word “whole- 
sale,” and it is supplemented and the meaning and purpose enlarged and 
extended to “other goods on hand for sale,’ not simply of the whole- 
sale stock, but other goods—goods other than those specified by name 
“contained in the three-story brick and basement metal-roof 
building.” Moreover, in the nature of the matter, why, in the (353) 
face of such comprehensive terms, should the meaning of the pur- 

pose to insure be limited to the wholesale stock of goods? Why should 
the plaintiff in the absence of the limited purpose specified, be deemed to 
have intended to insure one part of its goods and not another? Besides, 
the care and caution of insurers, always observed by them, to limit 
their liability in plain and express terms forbid the interpretation con- 
tended for by the plaintiff. In addition, in case of doubtful meaning, 
their policies are to be taken most strongly against them. They execute 
them, and are presumed to be on their mands and observe due caution: in 
expressing and defining their liability. 

Affirmed. 


ae er re er 


THE ROAN MOUNTAIN STEEL AND IRON COMPANY v. O. B. D. 
EDWARDS. 


Action to Recover Land—Deed, Kxceptions, and Reservations in— 
Evidence—Burden of Proof. 
When, in an action to recover land, the defendant sets up title under an excep- 


tion in the deed under which plaintiff claims, the burden is upon him to 
bring himself within the a ae by proper PEP: 


Action for the recovery of ia a by Bynum, J., at Fall Term, 
1891, of Mircrerr, upon the following case agreed, to wit: 

(Only so much of the case as is necessary to an understanding of the 
setae is set out.) 

. {hat on 13 March, 187 5, John EK. Brown and John I Donaldson, 
Be ee attorney William J. Brown, conveyed to John T. Wilder, by 
deed of general warranty, a tract oe land in Mitchell County, 
N. C., containing 45,000 acres, more or less, fully described in (354) 
said deed. 

2. That on 1 October, 1877, the said John T. Wilder et al., by deed 
of general warranty, conveyed said tract of land, above mentioned, to 
the Roan Mountain Steel and [ron Company, plaintiff in this action, 
and said company has been in possession of said land since said con- 
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veyance by Wilder and others to said company, subject to the exception 
in the deed to Wilder from Brown and Donaldson. 

3. That the deed to Wilder from Donaldson and Brown conveyed “all 
lands (within the described boundaries) not heretofore conveyed or con- 
tracted to be conveyed by the said parties of the first part,” and that 
among the exceptions covered by said deed was a paper exccuted by 
Brown, agent for one James JT. Hunter, called in the pleading a title 
bond for certain lands, the descriptive words of which are as follows: 
“Lying on Cooper’s Branch, adjoining the lands of John Strect, David 
Lipton, and others, to be so run as to take all the unsold lands between 
ines.” ”’ The price to be paid for any lands conveyed thereunder being 
fixed at $1 per acre. 

4, That the said deed frou Wilder et al. to the Roan Mountain 
Steel and Iron Company, and from Brown and Donaldson to Wilder as 
aforesaid, embraced by “calls” the lands mentioned in the Hunter bond, 
and that Willian J. Brown, agent, etc., after the deed to Wilder, 
executed a deed to oné David Bailey, who ae the assignee and holder of 
the Hunter bond above described, for a boundary of land mentioned 
as 50 acres, more or less, and that thereupon said bond was surrendered 
to W. J. Brown by said Bailey in presence of said defendants, and after- — 
wards passed into the hands of defendant with the endorsement of W. J. 
Brown thereon to said defendants, which bond, with the endorsement, 
is me referred to. 

. It is further agreed that the plaintiff corpor ation is owner in fee 
a of all lands described in the deed from Wilder e¢ al. to said — 
company, except that portion of the same which may be included 
(855) in what is known as the Hunter bond, referred to in paragraph 
“three” above; said bond being subject, nevertheless, to legal 
‘constructions and all rules as to the quantity of land, if any, covered 
thereby. It is also admitted that Wiliam J. Brown, agent afore- 
said, or professing to act as such agent, at the instance of the defendant 
conveyed to Levi Edwards, son of the defendant, a portion of said land 
claimed to be covered by said Hunter bond, which deed was executed 
17 July, 1882; and is hereby referred to; and further, that the land thus 
copveyed by said deed to Levi Edwards has since been conveyed to the 
defendant by said Levi Edwards. 

The court being of opinion that the plaintiffs are not entitled to 
recover, adjudged and decreed that the plaintiff is not the owner of the 
land claimed by the defendant and covered by the deed executed by 
W. J. Brown, agent of John J. Donaldson, to Levi Edwards on 17 July, 
1872, but that the defendant O. B. D. Edwards is the owner of the 
same. | 

From this judgment the plaintiff appealed. 
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W. H, Malone and J. F. Pogue for plaintuff. 
W. B. Councill (by brief) for defendant. 


Per Curtam: It being admitted that the locus in quo 1s within the 
boundaries of the plaintiff’s deed, and the defendant claiming under an 
exception made in said conveyance, it is clear that it was incumbent 
upon him to bring himself within the terms of the exception by proper 
proofs (Gudger v. Hensley, 82 N. C., 481), and this the defendant has 
failed to do, as there is nothing in the case to show that any land has 
been identified as that mentioned in the bond for title. Conceding, 
therefore, what is by no means clear, that the said bond is not void 
for indefiniteness of deseription, there 1s a total absence of any testi-_ 
mony or finding locating the same, and it must follow that the 
plaintiff is entitled toa (356) 

New trial. | | . 


Cited: S.c., 111 N. C., 500; Bernhardt v. Brown, 122 N. C., 590; 
Wyman v. Taylor, 124 N. C., 480; Batts v. Batts, 128 N. C., 22. 


‘M. G. MARKHAM v. JOHN W. MARKHAM. 


Hordence. 


Action, Form of—Contr 


Plaintiff contracted with defendant to serve him as clerk from 1 January, 
1891, to 1 January, 1892, at the rate of $45 per month, payable monthly; 
the plaintiff was paid up to 1 June, but on the following day defendant 
asked him to surrender the keys of the store, which was done, and plain- 
tiff left; on 6 July following he brought suit before a magistrate for the 
amount of stipulated wages for the month of June: Held— 


1. The plaintiff was entitled to recover irrespective of whether the form of 
action was upon contract or for damages for wrongful dismissal. 


2. That plaintiff might have postponed his action till the end of the year and 
recovered the aggregate sum of annual wages, to be lessened by any 
amounts paid thereon and all amounts he might have received from other 
employment he should have obtained in the meantime. 


3. That it was not error to submit to the jury the question whether the con- 
duct of defendant in demanding the surrender of the keys was a dis- 
missal. 


AprprEaL from a justice of the peace, tried before Winston, J., at 
October Term, 1891, of Duruam. 

The plaintiff testified: “I was in the employ of the defendant from 
1 January, 1891, to 2 June,.1891. The contract between us was that 
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I was to work for him from 1 January, 1891, to 1 January, 1892, at 
the rate of $45 per month, or as I needed the money. Nothing 
(357) was said about how I was to be paid. JI was working by the 
year. I began work on 1 January, 1891; had been working for 
defendant as clerk for several years, and had been carrying the key. 
I quit on the night of 2 June; did not return to work on the morning of 
3 June. On the night of 2 June, at the time for closing the store, 
defendant called me and said he would have to ask me to give up the 
key. I handed him the key, and said I did not care to work for a man 
who let his wife rule him. [I said this after defendant demanded the 
key. The defendant made no reply; this was all the conversation. I _ 
had been paid up to 1 June. The defendant tendered me the money for 
two days work in June, at the rate of $45 per month. During the month 
of June I sought Saplogient and could not get any. I made $6 in that 
month.” The defendant said he was sorry for the disturbance between 
plaintiffs wife and defendant’s wife. ‘J’his was all the evidence. 

Defendant demurred to the evidence upon the ground that the evi- 
dence was insufficient to prove a discharge of plaintiff by defendant, 
because, as the contract of hiring was by the year, with no agreement as 
to how the plaintiff should be paid, and the year not having expired, the 
plaintiff could not recover, his action being premature. 

His Honor overruled ane demurrer. Defendant excepted. 

The defendant then asked his Honor to charge the jury that plaintiff 
could not recover upon his own evidence, for the reason stated above. 
His Honor declined to give the instruction. Defendant excepted. 

His Honor charged the jury: “If the hiring was by the year, to be 
paid $45 a month, and the defendant dismissed plaintiff without legal 
excuse, the plaintiff will recover for June, 1891, less what he could andl 
did ei $6.” Defendant excepted. 

His Honor charged the jury, if the hiring was by the year, to be paid 

monthly, and the plaintiff left of his own accord, he could not 
(358) recover anything. 
There was a verdict and judgment for plaintiff, andl defendant 
appealed. 


W. W. Fuller for plaintiff. 
J. S. Manning for defendant. 


Avery, J.: If the agrecment was that the plaintiff should sell 
goods as a clerk for a year, with a fixed compensation of $45 per month, 
the defendant could not discharge him during the year for sufficient 
reasons and refuse to let him perform further service, without incurring 
liability for the loss sustained by the plaintiff by reason of such wrong- 
ful act. Chamblee v. Baker, 95 N. C., 102. a 
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It seems that this lability would be incurred where there is legal 
cause on the part of the employee for' quitting the service and abandon- 
ing the performance of the contract, whether the parties had agreed to 
pay a gross sum at the end of the year or in installments at the end of 
every month. Booth v. Ratcliffe, 107 N. C., 6; Chamblee v. Baker, 
SUDTO. 

In the absence of such an agreement between the parties: as definitely 
determines the price fixed by them upon the services rendered, the 
employee may sue immediately npon his wrongful discharge and recover 
for the portion of the work actually performed before that time, as upon 
a quantum meruit. Bishop on Contracts, sec. 838; 2 Parsons on Con- — 
tracts, pp. 522, 523, 658, 659, and note Oe Roo v. Ratcliffe, supra; 
Kendall v. Cor es: 79 Va., 563; Asylum v. Mlannagan, 80 Va., 
116. 

But in our case the plaintiff was paid up to the first day of June, and 
claims that he was discharged from defendant’s service without. legal 
cause on the night of 2 June. He sued before the end of the 
year to recover his wages at the contract price of $45 per month. (3859) — 
He might have waited till the end of the year and brought his 
action then for his wages at the same rate for seven months; but the 
defendant could have shown, in diminution of damages, that the plain- 
tiff on 1 July, and thereafter to the end of the year, engaged in other 
lucrative employment, for which he was paid as much compensation as 
he would have been entitled to receive under the contract sued on, and 
this would have prevented recovery for any portion of the year except 
the month of June, because payment for that month would have placed: 
him in the same souention as if the defendant had accepted and paid for 
his services for the entire year at the stipulated price. Hendrickson v. 
Anderson, 50 N. C., 246. But if the defendant wrongfully violated 
“his part of the ae there can be no question about the right of 
the plaintiff to have brought the action immediately upon the breach, 
on the third day of June, for the work he had actually performed, wie 
ject to be diminished by the amount already received, though he had 
been paid up to two days before. Brinkley v. Sieedgoud: 65 N. C., 626. 
The plaintiff did not proceed or rely upon either of the theories men- 
tioned. We assume, as it 1s legitimate for us to do, that he was em- 
ployed in some other business about the first of July that promised to 
yield as much remuneration as the defendant had contracted to pay 
for the residue of the year. If such was the case, the plaintiff would 
have been put “in the same condition” as if the defendant had com- 
plied with the contract between them on receiving from the latter $45 
less $6, the amount actually earned after his discharge during the 
month of June. “The injured party, according to the dictates of 
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reason,” said the Court in Hendrickson v. Anderson, supra, “ought to 
be put into the same condition ag if the contract had been fully per- 
formed on both sides.” This equitable principle is the test to be - 
| applied. The plaintiff claimed exactly what the law declared 
(360) him entitled to receive—wages at the stipulated rate for the time 

when he failed to receive either from the defendant or any other 
person as much as $45 per month. The court told the jury that if 
wr ongfully discharged, he was entitled to recover the stipulated monthly 
price, less the sum shown to have been actually earned by him, viz., 
$6. The suit was brought before a justice of the peace on 6 July. 
The plaintiff might have brought it at the same date in the Superior 
Court, claiming a much larger sum and suffering it to be diminished 
by proof of the amount already paid, or he might have waited till after 
31 December and brought the action for wages for the whole year, and 
had his claim for damages diminished by deducting both the payments | 
by defendant and the amount of wages received from other sources to 
the net sum of $39. 14 A. & E., 793, 794. The value of his services 
was fixed by agreement of the parties, not at a gross sum per year, but 
at $45 per month. Actions were brought under the former practice 
upon a guantum meruit, in the absence of.an express agreement, be- | 
cause the law implied a promise on the part of the person benefited to 
pay for services rendered at his request or instance. Our case is not 
like those where parties agree upon a gross sum to be paid for building 
a house, or for labor for a year where there is no agreement as to the 
apportionment if it is only partly performed. In such a case work or 
‘services might for some reason be more valuable one month than an- 
other; but under the contract in this case the amount which the plaintiff 
ae have claimed at the end of the year could have been ascertained 
only by multiplying the rate determined by the parties to be the value 
of the service for a month by the number of months. The plaintiff in 
the summons (no formal complaint or answer being filed) complained 
for the “nonpayment of the sum of $45, with interest on $45 from 1 July, 

1891, until paid, due by contract.” He chose to ask judgment for 
(361) the net sum, ascertained by deducting both the payments already 

made by the defendant and his subsequent earnings derived from 
other sources from the gross amount of wages for twelve months at $45 
per month. The forms of actions are abolished, and all suits brought for 
the redress of private wrongs are now comprehended under the generic 
term, civil action. Constitution, Art. IV, sec. 1. The claim is for $45, due 
by contract. When, upon every legal view of the case, the sum actually 
due him, if he was wrongfully discharged, is the amount claimed, less 
what he earned during the month of July, to send him out of court 
because he did not, in strict conformity to an absolute rule of pleading, 
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adopt the “form of action” known as assumpsit, and sue as on a quantum 
meruit, instead of using another form to enforce a promise which the 
law implied, would be to tack the new cloth to the old garment. In- 
stead of all this stickling for forms, the plaintiff says, in effect : “The 
defendant owes me $45, due by sonerach? He does not deem it neces- 
sary to say whether it arose out of an express or an implied contract; 
but the defense set up orally by the defendant would seem to concede 
that there had been a contract which fixed the former’s wages definitely, 
as he “denied the allegations of the complaint, but said that upon a set- . 
tlement of the account between plaintiff and defendant he owed plain- 
tiff $1.44.” The jury found that the balanee due was the sum de- 
manded, less the earnings of plaintiff for the month of June. If the 
plait brought his action for damages and laid his damages at $45, 
the theory of the law would stull be that he would recover on an implied 
contract, and the damage would be “due by contract,” as alleged. The 
measure of damages must of necessity depend upon the value of the 
services which had been agreed upon. 

Jn the face of the manifest purpose of the famer of the Con- (862) 
stitution that meritorious actions should not be defeated or de 
layed by mere technical objections to form not founded on sub- 
stantial reason, we cannot hold that the plaintiff’s declaration should 
have been made in a particular way, or possibly in such a form as would 
have necessitated his seeking another jurisdiction to institute his action. 
Jf the suit is treated as one brought to recover such damage, as it may 
be, caused by the wrongful dismissal, the plaintiff has a right to recover, 
as a part of the damages, his salary pro tanto (2 Wharton on Contract, 
sec. 716), and this is all that he claims, and all that the court declared 
him entitled to receive. The rate agreed upon by the parties as the 
value of a month’s services must, of necessity, guide the jury in assess- 
ing the damage, whether for a mionth of labor performed under the con- 
tract for his employer or for a month when he was out of employment 
on account of the wrongful dismissal, and. earned nothing. The plain- 
tiff had a right, too, to treat the contract as existing, and sue at the end © 
of the month. 14 A. & E., 798 (8). The defendant did not ask for 
more specific information, nor did he demur, but contented himself with 
a general denial and a acer averment that after full settlement the 
balance was $1.44, instead of $45. We think that the instruction with — 
regard to ‘damage was correct, for the reasons given. But the court 
charged the jury further, as follows: “What did the defendant mean by 
asking plaintiff to give up the keys? Did he mean to dismiss the plain- 
«tiff? $f the plaintiff said, ‘I will not live with a man ruled by his 
wife, and this was after he had been told by defendant to give up the 
keys, and by this the. jury find that the defendant had. discharged the 
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plaintiff already, it will not affect the claim of the plaintiff; but if it 
was said first, and plaintiff thereby meant that he would leave, and did 
leave, he cannot recover.” 

Defendant excepted, and assigned such instruction as error. It is 

insisted that the judge erred in leaving this matter to the jury 
(363) as he did, because the question whether plaintiff was discharged 
| was not one for them generally, and especially that the language 
of the plaintiff showed that he left of his own a and not because 
_ he was discharged by the defendant. 

Where the owner of a store where merchandise is s kept asks the clerk 
for the key, the request may mean that the former wishes to take it 
temporarily, or that he intends no longer to trust the latter with its 
custody. The defendant called the plaintiff, at the time for closing the 
store, and said “that he would have to ask him to give up the key.” The 
reply of the plaintiff evidently indicated that he understood his ern- 
ployer to mean that he was driven to make this request by reason of 
the unpleasant relations of the two families, and if he had to make the 
request or was impelled ‘to it by an influence of. any kind, he meant. to 
discharge the clerk, and the plaintiff, smarting under the demand and 
understanding what influence was operating, said he did not care to work 
for a man who was ruled by his wife. The plaintiff stated expressly 
that he had repeated the substance of all the conversation between them. 
When the plaintiff interpreted the request to mean a discharge, the de- 
fendant did not deny it, nor did he deny that he had taken the step on 
account of disagreement between the families. It was not improper to - 
leave the jury to draw the inferences from what was said as well as from 
the failure of the defendant to say more. If the jury found that the 
parties mutually understood that the defendant meant, as the plaintiff 
interpreted his equivocal language, “I am compelled, on account of 
trouble between our families, to take my business out of your hands, and 
ask you with that view to surrender the key,” the fact that the latter 
said in effect, “I do not regret that you have aoe me, because I do 
- not eare to work for a man who lets his wife rule him,” would not make - 

the language and previous conduct of defendant amount to less 
(364) nor more ve a dismissal. No set form of words was necessary 

to express the desire to discharge him. 14 A. & E., 792, 5, and 
note 4, The Jaw did not compel him to explain to his employer that 
but for the unfortunate relations he would have been able and willing to 
serve him. 14 A. & E., 792. The defendant did not demur, nor did he 
suggest by way of defense that the plaintiff had not averred his readi- 
ness to perform the service according to his original contract. The> 
plaintiff is, therefore, deemed to have alleged ore tenus all that was 
essential. The jury might well have inferred from the testimony, if 
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that point had been raised, that plaintiff was able to perform his con- 
tract. This specific objection does not seem to have been made either 
in a bill of exceptions or on a motion for a new trial; and, if it were 
tenable, has not therefore been assigned as error. McKinnon v. Mor- 
vison, 104 N. C., 34. 

No error. 


Cited: Hassard-Short v. Hardison, 114 N. C., 487; Smith v. Lumber 
Co., 149 N. G., 33, 37. : 


J. C. WILSON vy. E. L. CLARK ev at. 


Negligence—Proportions—Contractors—Religious Associations— 
| Master and Servant. 


In an action to recover daneee for injuries alleged to have been peeeivead: by 
the plaintiff while assisting as an employee in the erection of a church, it 
appéared that defendants were members of a committee appointed by the 

church organization for which the building was being erected, to super- 
vise its construction, but they had no other interest, except as members 
of the church, in the structure: Held— 


1. That the evidence did not establish the relation of master and servant be- 
tween the plaintiff and defendants. 


2.-That the defendants were not proprietors or contractors, and in no aspect 
liable to plaintiff for his alleged injuries. 


Appear at August icon 1890, of Bunoomeg, from Phtllips, J. (3865) 

The plaintiff, in several causes of action, presenting different | 
aspects of defendants’ lability, alleged that defendants were the proprie- 
tors or contractors of a certain building upon which he was employed by 
them, and that while so employed, by their negligent conduct and the 
negligent conduct of their agents and servants, he was seriously injured 
without any fault on his part, The answer denied the material aver- 
ments of the complaint. 

It was in evidence that a religious association known as “Hominy 
Baptist Church,” desiring to build a house of worship, appointed the 
defendants, who were shen er: of that organization, a committee to 
represent it in the execution of the purpose. The defendants accord- 
ingly procured suitable designs and specifications from an architect, so- 
licited and collected subscriptions of money and labor, employed a 
superintendent, and in other ways gave their services in the prosecution 
of the work. The members of the committee also worked upon the | 
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building as laborers, and sometimes employed laborers, not on their own 
account, but as representing the church. There was some conflict of 
evidence .as to whether the plaintiff was ever employed by any one. 
While the roof was being put on, the plaintiff, who was a carpenter, was 
called from a point at which he had been working on the ground to assist 
in placing a rafter, and while so doing, the upper part of the strueture 
gave way and he was precipitated to the ground, and received serious 
injuries. : | | | 
There was much testimony as to the manner in which the accident 
occurred, but at the close of the evidence his Honor intimated an opin- 
ion that, upon all the evidence, the plaintiff was not entitled to recover, 
whereupon the plaintiff submited to a nonsuit and appealed. 


(366) W.H. Malone for plaintiff. 
T. FF. Davidson for defendants. 


Merrimon, ©. J.: Accepting the whole of the voluminous evidence 
produced on the trial as true, we concur fully in the opinion of the court, 
that in no aspeet of it was the plaintiff entitled to recover in. this action. 
It did not at all tend to prove that the defendants, or any of them, were 
“the proprietors” of the building known as “Hominy Baptist Church,” 
or that they had any interest in it, except that some of them were com- 
missioners and members of that church, and others of them were la- 
borers engaged in constructing the church building. The building in © 
process of construction was not that of the defendants, nor did the evi- 
dence show that they were contractors to build it. The commissioners 
and the superintendent of the work employed some of the laborers, not 
for themselves or on their own account, but for the church as an organi- 
zation. It is doubtful whether the plaintiff was employed by the com- 
missioners—the evidence tended strongly to prove that he asked to be 
and was allowed to labor on the building for the purpose of paying part 
of the sum of money a contributor to the fund to build the church had 
promised to pay (he was indebted to that contributor); but in the 
strongest view of the evidence for him, he was no more than a laborer 
employed to do work for the church, and not for the defendants. The 
latter were not his employers, nor were they liable to him for the injury 
he sustained in any aspect of the several causes of action—all substan- 
tially the same—alleged in the complaint. 

Affirmed. 
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, (367) 
STATE ex ket, J. E. MERRELL v. W. P, WHITMIRE. 


Elections—Evidence—A pict a ssignment of Sa ‘rial— - 
Special Instructions. 


1. Upon the trial of an action involving the regularity of an election, there 
was evidence tending to show that the returns from one voting place 
had been altered surreptiously by a friend and partisan of the defend- 
ant: Held, that the declaration of such ‘partisan, not made in the 
presence of defendant, was not competent—he not having been examined 
as a witness. 


2. The Supreme Court will not assume that the facts stated in an assignment 
of error are true, when the case on appeal, settled oe the trial judge, 
contains no statement of such facts. 


3. Requests for special instructions should be in writing and presented to the 
court before the close of evidence. 


Action to try the title to the office of register of deeds of Transyl- 
vania, tried before Merrimon, J., at Fall Ter m, 1891, of Haywoopn, to 
which the action had been rem eyed: 

The relator insisted that the returns from Dunn’s Rock Township 
were changed after they were signed by the judges of election, and 
before they reached the board of canvassers, by changing the number of 
votes received by W. P. Whitmire from 61 to 64. . | 

There was evidence offered by the relator tending to prove that Whit- 
mire received only 61 votes in Dunn’s Rock Township. All the judges 
of election testified to facts and circumstances tending to show this. 
The defendant offered evidence tending to show that he had. received 63 
votes. One of the judges of election was chosen to carry up the returns 
to the board of canvassers, and they were delivered to him for that pur- 
pose, and he left them overnight at the house of one Bryson, who 
lived four miles from the courthouse of the county. (368) 

Bryson, at whose house the returns were left, testified that he. 
went to bed about 9 o’elock, and that some time in the night T. T. 
Loftis and Back Summey came to his house and asked to see the retur ns, 
to settle a dispute about the votes for clerk, as they claimed; that they 
got the returns and examined them by the light from the foes a 
he did not know whether they meddled with the returns or not. 

The relator then offered to show by one Lance that he heard Loftis 
say that he had altered the returns of the vote of Whitmire from Dunn’s 
Rock Township, and in this connection, and as a ground for the admis- 
sion of said Loftis’ declaration, to show ‘that Loti was a partisan of the 
defendant. The defendant objected to this evidence. The court sus- 
tained the objection, and the relator excepted. — 


257 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. {110 
Mrerec, v. WHITMIRE. 


The relator attacked the vote of Hogback Township for that the regis- 
trar of voters for that township was not qualified to act as such; that no 
boxes were used at said voting precinct; that hats were used instead of 
boxes; that the registration laws were not observed, in that the voters 
were not required to give their age, place of residence, place of birth, nor 
occupation, and M. Revis and William Britton were allowed to vote for 
defendant, not being residents of the State nor qualified electors. 

- The relator then handed to the witness a number of books, among 
which he identified the registration book of Hogback, but it was not 
otherwise put in evidence any time during the trial. It was not read 
to the jury, nor did the relator offer to read it to them. The relator 
offered no evidence to show that the registrar of voters for Hogback 
Township was not qualified to act as such. The only evidence that the 
registration laws were not observed in said township was the identifica- 
tion of the registration book by the defendant, as above stated. 

After the argument of the case was opened, counsel for the 
(369) relator handed to the ceurt a written request for special instruc-_ 
tions, which were refused. : 

There was judgment for defendant, and plaintiff appealed. 


V. S. Lusk for plainteff. 


No counsel contra. 


Crarx, J.: The offer of the plaintiff to show by a witness that he 
had heard T. T. Loftis say that he had altered the returns of Dunn’s 
Rock Township was properly denied. If Loftis had been a party to 
the action, his admissions against his interest would have been compe- 
tent, as would have been his declarations as to his qualifications to vote 
when made at the time of voting, or prior thereto, if his vote were in 
controversy. Boyer v. Teague, 106 N. C., 576. If he had made the 
alleged statements in presence of the defendant without his denying the 
charge, the evidence might have been received on the ground of the implied 
admission by thé defendant’s silence, if the circumstances were such as 
to eall for notice of the remark by him; or if Loftis had been a witness 
in the case, his previous statements in regard to the matters testified to 
by him should have been received to corroborate or contradict him. 
But the “hearsay” evidence here does not come within any of the excep- 
tions. That Loftis was a friend or partisan of the defendant could not 
make his ex parte unsworn statements competent evidence against the 
defendant, any more than similar statements by anyone friendly to 
any other litigant could be received as evidence against him. 

The exception that the court did not “submit to the jury the evi- 
dence as to the voting in Hogback Township” cannot be sustained. It 
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does not appear that the court excluded such evidence, nor is there any 
suggestion to that effect beyond the bare assignment of it as error. We 
cannot assume that the assignment of error is a correct statement 
of the facts therein recited, when such facts do not appear in the (370) 
case stated by the court. Walker v. Scott, 106 N. ©., 56. The 
registration books and the poll books of Hogback and other townships 
be identified by a witness, but the case states that the books themselves 
“were not put in evidence, nor were read to the jury, nor did the plain- 
tiff offer to read them, and the only evidence that the registration laws 
were not observed in said township was the identification of the registra- 
tion books.” If, indeed, however, there was an omission to charge in 
a particular aspect of the case, it was not error, unless the judge was 
asked to do so. Terry v. RB. R., 91 N. C., 236; S. v. Bailey, 100 N. C., 
528; Bethea v. R. R., 106 N. C., 279. 

The requests to charge, handed up after the argument begun, were 
too late.. They should have been asked at or before the close of the evi- 
dence. The Code, secs. 414, 415. It is but fair to the opposite side, 
and-in the interest of the vepilir and impartial administration of jus- 
tice, that requests to charge should be asked in writing and within the 
Cie prescribed by the statute, so that there may be time for the judge to 
consider the requests during the argument of counsel to the jury. Some 
time must be fixed after which it is too late for the party asking the 
prayers to insist upon their being granted. The requirements of the 
law in this regard are well known, and it is the plaintiff’s own fault 
that he did not observe them, and hand up his requests to charge in 
proper time. This rule of practice has been recently reaffirmed in | 
Posey v. Patton, 109 N. C., 455, in which ease the authorities are cited 
and the reason for the law noticed. 

The defendant contested the vote of one Tompkins, and the court 
instructed the jury that “If Tompkins, who was a married man, came 
to the county of Transylvania not intending to become a resident of the 
county, but to take charge of and conduct a newspaper until after the 
election, and then go away, and left his family in the county of Jack- 
son, and his family resided in the county of Jackson, and re- 
mained there until 14 September, before coming to Transylvania (371) 
County, he was not entitled to register and vote in Transylvania 
County, unless it was ninety days from the time his family came into the 
county to the day of election.” . It was admitted that if Tompkins was 
not a resident of the county until his family came there to reside, he 
had not been a resident of the county ninety days before the pletion: 
The plaintiff excepted to this instruction. If erroncous, it is so only on 
the ground that the jury might understand it to mean that. though 
‘Tompkins had come into the county temporarily, intending to remain 
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only to conduct a paper during the canvass and leave after the election, 
_yet he would be a competent voter if he came ninety days before’ the 
election and brought his family with him. The Code, sec. 2680. This 
would not be an error of which the pee could complain. 

No error. 


Cited: Ware vo. R. R., 112 N. C., 178; Luttrell v. Martin, ib., 607, 
Patterson v. Mills, 121 N. C., 269 ; s. v. Wilson, ib., 658; Webb v. Mens 
son, 124 N. C., 454; S. v. Dixon, 181 N. C., 818; Moore v. Palmer, 132 
N. C., 976; Hart v. Cannon, 183 N. C., 18; Pegram v. R. R., 139 N.C, 
305; Craddock v. Barnes, 142 N. C., 99; 8. v. McKenzie, 166 N. C., 296; 
S.v. Freeze, 170 N. C., 7114. 


EDWARD VICKERS v. JAMES HENRY et At. 


Deed, Description in—Title in Action to Recover Land—Married 
Women—Possession. 


1. Plaintiff, having shown title to the land in controversy out of the State, 
and color of title to himself, under which he had been in actual posses- 
sion for more than seven years, when the defendants—husband and 
wife—entered under a claim of the wife, established a right to recover, 
notwithstanding the feme defendant was under coverture during the time 
of plaintiff's possession. — 


2. A description of land in a contract to convey, as “100 acres, to include the 
William Estice improvement, and to lap on a survey to J. A.,” the deed 
to be made as soon as the purchase money was paid, is clearly void for 
uncertainty. 


(3872)  Appwat at Fall Term, 1891, of Jackson, from Merrimon, J. 

The action was commenced 22 April, 1882. The defendants 
were married in 1866 or 1867, and in 1881 entered upon the land, claim- 
ing under an alleged assignment of dower to the feme defendant as 
widow of a former husband. The other facts material to an under- 
standing of the questions discussed by the Court are stated in the 
opinion. 


LT. BF. Davidson for plainteff. 
JF. Ray (by brief) for defendant. 


Merrion, ©. J.: It appears from the case stated on appeal that the 
plaintiff on the trial showed title out of the State, color of title of his 
ancestor and himself, and continued in actual possession, with claim of 
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the land specified in the complaint, for more than seven years next after 
26 May, 1870; that the defendants—husband and wife—took possession 
of part of this land about 1880, and had such possession at and ever 
since the time this action Bona: Thus plainly the onan showed 
title in himself. 

The defendant put in evidence what purported to be a bond for title 
for the same land made to a former deceased husband of the feme de- 
-fendant, which describes the land to which it has reference in these 
words: “One hundred acres of land, to include the William Estice im- 
provement and to lap on a survey made Joseph Arrington, the said 
_Estice having lost or misplaced said bond, and consents to this trade, 
and agrees for his contract and bond to be revoked and the deed to be 
made as soon as the above named Arrington shall well and truly pay, or 
cause to be paid, the full and interest sum of $89.60,” etc. It did not 
appear that any part of the purchase money thus agreed to be paid ever 
was paid, but the feme defendant contended that she was entitled to 
dower as widow of her former husband in said land, and that the 
same was duly assigned to her. It did not sufficiently appear (373) 
that dower was allotted to the feme defendent; but if this were 
otherwise, neither the plaintiff nor those under whom he claims had 
notice of, nor were they parties to, the dower proceeding, and are not 
affected by the orders and decrees that may have been made therein. 
Moreover, the bond for title under which the defendants claim was 
— Glearly wou for uncertainty in the description of the land which it 
purports to embrace. It designates no particular land, nor does it 
refer to data from which the 100 acres mentioned could be located or 
ascertained. It is impossible to learn from the description what land — 
purported to be sold. See Perry v. Scott, 109 N. C. ., 374, and the perti- 
nent cases there cited. | 

We may add that it did not at all appear that the former husband of 
the feme defendant had any equitable interest in the land that entitled 
her to dower therein, if the bond had been sufficient; nor did it appear 
that the plaintiff had any notice of the bond at the time of the execution 
of the deed under which he claims. So far as appears, the plaintiff’s 
title was in no way affected by the bond for title under which the defend- 
ants claim. The defendants showed no title, equitable or legal. 

No error. 3 
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(374) 
R. D. FLEMING v. JOHN GRAHAM. 


_Homestead—J udgment—M ortgage—Prrority—Lren. 


1. A valid conveyance of land before the allotment of a homestead is a 
waiver of the right of homestead as to the land thereby conveyed, and 
the vendee takes it subject to the lien of any judgment docketed prior 
thereto; but the vendor may subsequently have a homestead allotted to 
him in other lands. 


2. Bex being financially embarrassed and without having a homestead allotted, 
executed a mortgage upon his only tract of land, of less value than 
$1,000, his wife not joining in the conveyance; the mortgage was filed for 
registration during a term of the Superior Court, at a subsequent day of 
which a: judgment was rendered against him and duly docketed: Held, 
(1) the lien of the judgment was prior to that of the mortgage; (2) the 
conveyance was void, the wife not having joined in its execution. 


Action to foreclose a mortgage, tried at Fall Term, 1891, of Warren, 
Bryan, J. 

The facts are stated in he opinion. There was judgment for defend- 
ant, and plaintiff appealed. | 


W. A. Montgomery for plaenteff. 
hk. H. Battle and 8. FP. Mordecat for defendant. 


Crark,-J.: In Mayho v. Cotton, 69 N. C., 289, it is said: “Section — 
8, Art. X of the Constitution, applies only to a conveyance of the home- 
stead after it is laid off.” This is cited and approved in Hughes ». 
Hodges, 102 N. C., 236 (247), with some reservations, in which it is 
said that, though no homestead has been allotted, such conveyance can- 
not be made by the husband without the assent of the wife, if there are 
judgments against him which constitute a lien upon the land, and upon 
which executions might issue and make it necessary to have his home- 

stead allotted. 
(375) In the present case the defendant, at the time of the execution 

of the mortgage, to foreclose which this action is brought, had 
no realty except that embraced in this mortgage, which is found by the 
jury to have been worth $830; there was a prior mortgage upon it for 
several hundred dollars, and the defendant was financially embarrassed 
and in debt to divers other persons. ‘T'’he mortgage now held by plain- 
tiff was executed by the defendant without his wife joining therein. It 
was filed for registration in the office of the register of deeds for War- 
ren County on 5 March, 1884, and was registered on 10 March. The 
term of Warren Saperier Court began 3 March, 1884, and on 6 March, 
1884, a judgment in favor of another party was recovered against the 
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defendant for $362. The Code, sec. 1254, provides that no mortgage 
shall be valid against creditors of or purchasers from the mortgagor 
except from the registration. The registration of the mortgage was on 
10 March, subsequent to the rendition of the above judgment. It is 
true that The Code, sec. 3654, requires the register to forthwith register 
a mortgage after its delivery to him. ,It 1s unnecessary to consider 
whether this provision could have the constructive effect to date back 
the registration to the filing, for The Code, sec. 4383, provides that all 
judgments rendered at any Superior Court and docketed during a term 
thereof, and within ten days thereafter, shall be deemed to have been 
rendered and docketed on the first day of the term. The judgment was 
actually rendered on. 6 March, prior to the registration of the mortgage 
on 10 March, and, by the statute, the judgment was constructively ren- 
dered and docketed on 3 March, prior to the filng of the mortgage, if 
the registration of the mortgage shall be constructively dated back to 
the filing: So, in any aspect of the case, there was a judgment lien 
having priority to plaintiff’s mortgage, upon which execution “might 
issue and make it necessary to have the homestead allotted.” The — 
mortgage, therefore, was invalid to convey the debtor’s interest 
in such homestead, without the wife having joined an the con- (376) 
veyance. Hughes v. Hodges, supra. 

The homestead is a feature introduced into the law of recent years. 
The decisions in different states are conflicting. In our own State they 
have not been entirely harmonious. It would seem, however, to be 
settled that the homestead right is not an estate, but an exemption for 
a limited period of the property embraced in it from sale under execu- 
tion. If set apart and allotted, the homesteader cannot convey it with- 
out the joinder of his wife in the deed. If not allotted, the owner of 
land preserves his jus disponendi, and can convey it (subject only to the 
wife’s contingent right of dower) without her joining in the deed, except 
in the specified cases mentioned in Hughes v. Hodges. Tf a valid con- 
veyance of land is made by the husband alone when the homestead has 
not been allotted (in those cases when he can make such), or by the 
husband and wife, whether it has or has not been allotted, the “exemp- 
tion from sale,” 7. e., the homestead right as to such land, is thereby 
waived, aud the grantor can have his homestead set apart subsequently 
in any other land. Jor the same reason, the grantee in such deed takes 
the land subject to the hen of any judgment docketed prior thereto. If 
this were not so, and the exemption continued in force to protect the 
land in the hands of the grantee, either the homesteader would be de- 
barred from at any time changing his homestead, and would be without 
the protection of one after conveying land in which it had been or 
might have been allotted, or else he could take homestead after home- 
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stead, as he might acquire land, give to them protection from execution 
during his life, and till his youngest child became of age, and convey 
such homestead successively free from the hen of judgments against 
him, and thus obtain the benefit of several homesteads instead of the 

one guaranteed him. If this were law, upon the termination of 
(377) the homestead right by, the death of such debtor, and the arrival 

of lus youngest child Of age, numerous $1, 900 tracts of land 
would be for sale, which he had kept till then exempt from his creditors: 

New trial. 


Cited: VanStory v. Thornton, 112 N. C., 207; S.¢., 114 N. C., 378, 
Gardner, v. Batts, 1b., 501, 504; Stern v. tee 145 N. C., 431, 436: 
Thomas v. Fulford, 117 N. C., 673, 679, 685; Bevan v. Hlhis, 121 N. C., 
235; Joyner v. Sugg, 132 N. C., 588; Rodman v. Robinson, 184 N. C., 
505; Sash Co. v. Parker, 153 N. O,, 134; Dalrymple v. Cole, 156 N. C., 
359; Dalrymple v. Cole, 170 N. C., 105: ‘Kirkwood v. Peden, 173 N. C., 


462, 
Note.—The purport of this decision is now C. 8., 729. 


A. L. FOLLETTE v, THE MUTUAL ACCIDENT ASSOCIATION. 


Agency—Insurance. 


Where the local agent of an insurance company has actual knowledge of the | 
falsity of a statement made by the insured in his application, and for- 
wards the application upon which the policy is issued, the knowledge of 
the agent is the knowledge of the company, and the false statement will 
not avoid the contract. 


Action, tried at October Term, 1891, of Dunnam, betore Winston, J. 
The facts necessary to an understanding of the point decided are 


stated in the opinion. | 
The defendant appealed from the judgment rendered. 


W. W. Fuller and J. Pavker for plaintaff. 
J.S. Manning for defendant. 


Avery, J.: Though, in some of its features, there are slight differ- 
ences between the case presented by this appeal and that considered 
when a new trial was awarded to the plaintiff at September Term, 1890 
(107 N. C., 240), the main question involved is the same. Under the 
guise of a second appeal, the defendant company insists that this Court 
shall review and overrule its former decision, as if it were a rehearing. 


264 


IN On| -@ * FEBRUARY TERM, 1892. 
POLLETTE vy. ACCIDENT ASSOCIATION. 


There is no branch of the law as to which, in all of its ramifi- 
cations, there is so much conflict in the rulings of the various (378) 
courts of appeal, and so great a diversity of opinion amongst 
respectable text-writers, as that governing the rights and habilities of 
insurers. 

When the universal custom was that the underwriter sat in his city 
office and issued policies of insurance, relying solely upon the representa- 
tions of the applicant for information; whether as to his own physical 
state or as to the value, condition, and surroundings of his buildings, 
the insurer would have dealt at a great disadvantage with the aureliable 
class of his customers if a contract procured by false representations had 
not been declared fraudulent and void, or if the disregard of stipula- 
tions intended to insure the observance of ordinary care in the habits of 
a person, or the use of a building, had not been held sufficient to defeat 
a recovery upon the death of the person or the destruction of the prop- 
erty insured. But when, in the new order of things, the active compe- 
tition between companies brought to every man’s door a soliciting agent, 
furnished with instruction and advised as to his duty by the best trained 
business men and ablest lawyers in the country, the shrewdest and most 
unscrupulous of applicants could hope to get no advantage, and the 
untrained or uneducated among the number labored under a decided - 
disadvantage in answering questions, not always comprehended in all of 
their bearings, and in receiving subsequently from its chief office, in a 
distant city, the contract of the company, limiting its own liability and 
imposing new duties upon the insured by means of conditions never 
heard of before the. issuing of the policy, and often never read, or im- 
perfectly understood afterwards. Ubi eadem ratio, bi idem gus. When 
custom reverses the position of the parties, it would be strange if the 
laws should undergo no modification. 

The local agent of the defendant company testifies that, with a 
knowledge of the deafness of the plaintiff, he filled out his application 
for an accident policy, signed his own name on the back of it, and for- 
warded it to the principal office in New York. The policy came 
in due course of time and was delivered to the plaintiff, who paid (379) 
all of the premiums assessed against him until he was so seriously 
wounded in his arm by the accidental discharge of a gun, in the hands 
of a-friend, as to make amputation necessary. The company took a 
receipt by way of compromise, which, under the findings of the jury, 
is not evidence of payment, and, as there was no exception to the rulings 
or charge involving the question of payment or satisfaction, we are 
brought to the consideration of the leading point. 
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In the application for membership is the following paragraph: 

“T have never had, nor am I subject to, fits, disorders of the brain, 
; -or any bodily or mental infirmity, exeept had an attack of rheu- 
matism six years ago.” 

The defendant now contends that the representation by the plaintiff 
that he was free from bodily infirmity was false and fraudulent, and 
constituted a material inducement to the defendant to issue the policy. 
Ordinarily, the defendant could avoid the performance of the contract 
by showing the falsity of a material statement in the application. But 
the plaintiff, where representations contained in the application are 
admitted to be untrue, may rebut the presumption of fraudulent intent 
arising from such admission by showing that the local agent of the 
company, with full knowledge of the falsity of the statement, entered 
the answers of the insured and forwarded the application, approved by 
his own endorsement. We cannot give the sanction of this Court to 
the doctrine that a local agent may scream into the ear of a deaf person 
solicitations to apply for an accident policy, write for him an answer, 
which he knows at the time to be untrue, to a question in the applica- 
tion, procure the policy, receive the premiums as they fall due, and 
when the insured becomes prostrate from a wound, stand aside at the 

bidding of the principal and allow it, with the premiums in its 
(380) coffers, to avoid the contract on account of a statement known 

by the agent to be false when he prepared it for the applecant’s 
signature. ‘The reason which induced the courts to guard the under- 
writer against misrepresentations as to facts within the pecular or 
exclusive knowledge of applicants no longer exists when the agent of the 
insurer, on the ground, has as full knowledge of the truth or falsity of 
an application prepared by him as has the insured. Cessante ratione, 
cessat et ipsa lex. Where the local agent of a company has actual 
knowledge of the falsity of an answer to a question in the application 
which he writes for the insured, the knowledge of the agent will be 
imputed to the company, and it will not be allowed to avoid the contract 
on the ground of false warranty. 1 A. & E. 333; 1 May on Ins., sees. 
140-148; 2 ibid., sees. 497-501; Dupree v. Ins. Co., 92 N. C., 417; abid., 
93 N. C., 240; Hornthal v. Ins. Co., 88 N. C., 78; Fashbeck v. Ins. Co., 
— 54 Cal., 422; Eggleston v. Ins. Co., 65 Iowa, 308; Ins. Co. v. Fish, 71 
TIL, 620; Mullen v. Ins. Co., 58 Vt.,.118; Shaffer v. Ins. Co., 53 Wis., - 
361; Ins. Co. v. McCrea, 8 Lea (‘Tenn.), 513. | | 

It is not material whether we say that the conduct of the local agent 
amounts to a waiver or works an estoppel. on the insurer, as the authori- 
ties are in conflict upon the point.. 1 May, supra, sec. 148; 2 ibid., sec. 
498. Certain it is that in such cases the knowledge of the agent is im- 
puted to the principal, and “to deliver a policy with a full knowledge of 
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facts upon which its validity may be disputed, and then insist upon 
those faets as a ground of avoidance, is to attempt a fraud.” 2 May, 
supra, sec. 497. The agent necessarily discovered, while negotiating | 
with the plaintiff, that the latter was deaf; and it would be as unreason- 
able to presume that both the agent and the applicant intended to affirm 
that to be true which they knew to be false as that such a patent defect 
as the loss of an eye in a horse did not exist. Leshe v. Ins. Co., 5 
T. & C. (N. Y.), 193; Ins. Co. v. Mahone, 21 Wallace, 152; | 
Brown v. Gray, 51 N. C., 108; Fields v. Rouse, 48 N. C., 72. (381) 
We do not propose to go behind the verdict and the instruc- 

tion upon which it was founded, and avoid the reaffirmation of the 
| principles announced on the oe hearing of this case by determining 
what is a bodily infirmity, since conceding deafness to come under such 
designation, we think that there was no error in the rulings of the court. 
below. As already intimated, it is immaterial whether we declare that 
the agent by his conduct waived objection to the inaccurate statement, 
or that by writing it down, or having full knowledge of the real truth 
of the matter, his conduct, operated to estop the company, since, in view 
of what oecurred when the application was made out and before, the. 
avoidance of liability under the contract, because of the infirmity 
known by the agent to exist, would be fraudulent and unjust. ‘There is 
no error. 


Affirmed. 


Cited: Bergeron v. Ins. Co., 111 N. C., 47; Fagg v. Loan Assn., 118 
N. C., 368; Sydnor v. Boyd, 119 N. C., 489; Horton v. Ins. Co., 122 
N. C., 504; Sprinkle v. Indemmty Co., 124 N. C., 409; Fishblate v. 
Fidelity Co., 140 N. C., 595; Robinson v. Brotherhood, 170 N. C., 548; 
Collins v. Casualty Co., 172 N. C., 548. 


THE CATAWBA TOLLBRIDGE COMPANY v. CYRUS- 
FLOWERS Fr AL. 


‘Highways—Bridges—F erries. 


1. No one, in the absence of special authority from the Legislature or the 
board of county commissioners, has the right to erect and maintain 
a bridge or ferry within such a distance of a duly authorized tollbridge 
as will divert from the latter the custom which, in the ordinary course of 
travel, would pass over it, whether that distance be greater or less than 
five miles. 


2. The distance of five miles prescribed in the statute (The Code, sec. 2099) in 
reference to ferries is five miles.in a direct straight line from the ferry 
first established. 
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(382) | Action for damages, tried at Spring Term, 1892, of Carawsa, 
Bynum, J. 

The plaintiff 1s incorporated by chapter 13 30, Laws 1848-9, amended 
by statute ratified 22 December, 1873, and is ther ized to eee a 
tollbridge over the Catawba River as prescribed, to demand and receive 
not exceeding certain: tolls specified from persons crossing the same ou 
foot, on horseback, in vehicles, in wagons, carriages, etc., taken across 
the same. The charter of the company does not forbid the erection and 
use of like or other tollbridges or public ferries over the said river, as 
allowed by the general statute on the subject of roads and ferries. The 
plaintiff is also authorized to construct a public highway to, across, and 
from its bridge. It constructed and used its bridge as allowed by its 
charter, and contends that it has the right to carry persons, ete., across 
the said river by its bridge, to the exclusion of every other person to do 
the like by bridge or ferry for the omen” of five miles above and below 
its bridge. 

The plaintiff alleges that the defendants without authority, and 
unlawfully, have Acta Wiahed and use a ferry across the said river within 
‘five miles of its bridge, whereby they have diverted and drawn from the © 
latter a large part of its patronage, to its great damage, ete., and it 
demands judgment for the same. The defendants allege that their ferry 
has been in operation for more than sixty years, and for forty years 
before the plaintifi’s bridge was built, and their right to have and main- 
tain the same is paramount to that of the plaintiff. They also plead 
the statutes of limitation. : 

The court submitted to the jury the following issues, to which they 
responded as follows: | 

1. Is the plaintiff the owner of the bridge, as alleged in thé complaint ? 
Ans.: Yes. | 

9. As such owner, is plaintiff entitled to the exclusive privilege or 

franchise of carrying persons, horses, wagons, cattle, buggies, car- 
(383) riages, and the like, across the Catawba River within five miles 
of said bridge, as alleged? Ans.: No. 

3. Have the defendants unlawfully established a ferry over the said 
Catawba River within five miles of said bridge, and do they carry per- 
sons, horses, wagons, cattle, buggies, carriages, and the like, across the 
said river for toll? Ans. : No. 

4. Has the action of defendants in establishing and operating said 
ferry damaged the plaintiff; if so, in what sum? Ans.: Nothing. 

5. Have the defendants, and those under whom they claim, operated 
said ferry for twenty years next before the bringing of this action ? 
Ans.: No. 
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Among other things, the court instructed the jury as follows: 

Upon the second issue he instructed them that while the charter 
authorized the plaintiff to construct and operate said bridge, it did not 
give them the exclusive privilege of transporting persons, ete., across 
the river by means of said bridge within eG miles of ‘said bridge, and | 
that they would answer it “No.” 

Upon the third issue, he instructed them that if Paine, F isher, Flow- 
ers & Lyerly had operated a ferry there for more than twenty years con- 
tinuously, for the purpose of carrying persons, horses, vehicles, etc., 
over said river, receiving pay therefor, the law presumed the grant of 
a franchise; and if that was the ferry that [card was operating, then 
the ferry would not be unlawfully established. If there had been a 
break in said time of twenty years, for as long a time as two years, 
that the time would have to be computed from the break, and that 
unless the defendant showed by a preponderance of the testimony that_ 
it had been operated continuously for twenty years before the bringing 
of this suit, he had failed to show the franchise, and it would be 
unlawfully established. That if he had failed to show the franchise by — 
the twenty years use, then the order of the commissioners of 
Caldwell County did not authorize the establishment of the (384) 
ferry, but it required the same order from the commissioners . 
from Catawba County, and the defendant, not having shown that he 
had failed in this branch of his defense, the establishment of the ferry 
would be unlawful. 

Upon the second question involved in the issue, the court instructed 
_the jury that the distance of the ferry from the bridge was to be ascer- 
tained by them by following the course of the stream, not an air-line, 
and not the distance by the road on either side of the stream, and if it 
was within five miles by the course of the stream, on this they would 
say “Yes”; if more than five miles, they would say “No.” | 

The plaintiff assigned error as to these instructions. The court gave 
judgment for the defendants, and the plaintiff appealed. 


M. L. McCorkle for plaonteff. 
No counsel contra. 


Merrimon, C. J.: The power to provide for and regulate the estab- 
lishment and use of highways, public bridges and ferries is vested in the 
‘Legislature. The latter, in the exercise of that power, has enacted 
the general statute (The Code, ch. 50) in respect to “roads, ferries, and 
bridges,” and many other particular statutes, public and private, in 
some instances incorporating tollbridge, turnpike, ferry, and other like 
companies with a view to the greater advantage of the public. The 
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plaintiff is such a company, and had the right by virtue of its franchise 
to construct, use, and derive advantage from its bridge, as allowed by its 
charter and principles of law applicable. In consideration of such 
rights and privileges granted by the Legislature, it was bound to make 
_ its bridge such as the nature of the stream over which it was constructed 
required; to make it substantial, safe, and convenient, and to 
(385) keep it always in reasonable repair for the use of the public. If 
it failed in these respects in a substantial degree, it was indict- 
able, and amenable, civilly to any person who suffered injury and 
damage caused by such default. In consideration of these public ad- 
vantages, the plaintiff had the exclusive right as against private indi- 
ve to carry persons, their carriages, wagons, live stock, and the like, 
going, passing and repassing Seca by that way, over its br idge. 
The defendants or other private persons had no right officiously to erect 
_ another private bridge or ferry across the river named, and thereby take 
from and divert the patronage that would in the ordinary course of 
travel, and passing to and fro, go that way, from the plaintiff’s bridge; 
~ and this is so whether they took compensation or not for the use of their — 
bridge or ferry. The plaintiff, in consideration of the erection of its 
bridge, its duties and obligation to the pubhe, by its charter is entitled 
to the benefit of such patronage. Nor is this unjust or unreasonable. 
The private person may have an indifferent bridge or ferry; he may keep 
it for a month or two or a year, and abandon it, or allow it to become 
ruinous and dangerous; the plaintiff is bound by its obligation to the 
public to keep its bridge continuously safe and in good repair; it owes 
the public important duties and fails to perform them at its peril. 
Hence, if a private person shall so interfere with the plaintifi’s rights, 
to its Injury, it at once has a cause of action against him, and it may 
sue and recover such damage as it has Sana Long v. Beard, 7 
N. C., 57; Popkin v. Wynns, 13 N. C., 402; Smith v. Harkins, 38 N. C., 
613; Taylor v. Rk. R., 49. N. C., 277; Carrow v. Bridge Co., 61 N. C., 
118: Barrington v. Ferry Co., 69 N. G., 165; Broadnax v. ’ Baker, 94 
UN: CG 675. | 
The plaintiff’s charter does not in terms grant it exclusive privileges, 
nor such exclusive privileges as are above pointed out for any particular 
specified distance above or below its bridge on the river; nor has | 
(386) it exclusive privileges that at all exclude the exercise of the power 
| of the Legislature or the county commissioners in respect to the 
establishment of roads, ferries, and bridges. The Legislature might’ 
. by proper enactment authorine the construction of a bridge or ferry near 
to the plaintiff’s bridge, and so might the county commissioners, in the 
exercise of authority conferred upon them by the gener al statute (The 
Code, ch. 50). It may be that the county commissioners ought not, in 
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fairness and in good faith, to exercise such power; still it exists, and the 
plaintiff has notice of the same. Smith v. Harkins, supra, and Bar- 
rington v. Ferry Co., supra; Bridge Co. v. Commissioners, 81 N. C., 
491. Such power ought not to be exercised except for substantial 
cousiderations. 

The instruction of the court to the jury complained of in respect to 
the second issue is erroneous. The court should have told the jury that 
the plaintiff’s rights were exclusive as against the defendants, unless it 
should appear that their ferry was in some way established or author- 
ized by law. It appears that it was not authorized by statute or the 
order of the proper county commissioners, and the jury found by their 
verdict that the defendants had not operated it for twenty. years. They 
had no lawful ferry, and hence have no right by their private ferry to 
interfere with and divert the plaintif?’s customers from its ae to its 
injury. | 

In the absence of any public bridge or ferry other than the plaintiff’s 
bridge, its exclusive right to patronage as against the defendants was 
not necessarily confined to five miles above and below its bridge on the 
river; it was entitled to have the custom that in the ordinary course of 
travel and transportation would go over its bridge. The defendants 
would be liable to the extent they diverted the same, whether within 
or without five miles. 

It seems that the plaintiff and the court supposed its exclusive (387) 

right as to distance was governed by the statutory regulation. 
The Code, sec. 2049. If this were so, we are of the opinion that the 
words “within five miles of any ferry on. the same river or water, 
which theretofore may have been appointed,” wunply five miles in 
a direct straight lne from the ferry first appointed. The purpose is 
to locate ferries at least five miles apart. Streams in many cases are 
tortuous, very crooked, and the distance of five miles from one ferry 
by the course of the river might turn out to be a mile or two miles from 
it by a direct line. The language employed and the nature of the mat- 
ter leave no doubt in our minds that our interpretation of the provision 
is a correct one. | 

There is error, and the plaintiff is entitled to a new trial. 

Error. 3 


Cited: In re Spease Ferry, 138 N. C., 993, 
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DOE ex pem. JOHN R. TAYLOR v: JOSEPH H. GOOCH. 


— Pleading—Practice—Judgment, Irregular, When and By Whom 
Vacated—Partres—N eglagence. 


1. While a plaintiff cannot recover upon a title accruing after the com- 
mencement of an action to recover land, a defendant will be permitted by 
an amendment to his answer in the nature of a plea since last contin- | 
uance to plead defects in the plaintiff’s title, or matter validating his 
own, which accrued since the action began. 


2. A judgment against a party then dead is irregular and may be set aside, 
within any. reasonable time, upon the motion of a person who has 
acquired the interest of such deceased party since the action commenced, 
although such person was not a party to the suit. 


3. In 1871 a judgment in ejectment was rendered against a defendant then 
dead; writ of possession issued in 1882, whereupon a party, who had 
acquired the interest of the deceased defendant, brought an action to set 
it aside, which was decided adversely to him upon the ground that his 
remedy was by motion in the cause; at the next term (in 1888) he made 
the motion: Held, that he had not been guilty of laches, and the motion 
was in apt time. 


(388) Esecrment, ‘tried at Spring Term, 1891, of Warren, 
Connor, J. 

The original declaration was filed in 1852 in the Superi ior Court of 
GRANVILLE, and, issue being joined, was removed to W ARREN, where 
several ineffectual trials were had. In 1878 there was a verdict and 
judgment for plaintiff, but it was subsequently ascertained that the 
defendant at that time was dead. | 

The plaintiff sued out a writ of possession in 1882, and immediately 
the heirs at law and the others claiming under the. defendant brought 
an action to restrain the execution of the writ and to set aside the aude 
ment. This action was decided against the plaintiff therein (Knott v. 
Taylor, 99 N. C., 511); whereupon, at the next term of the Superior 
Court, they ile a motion in the original cause to vacate the judgment 
jendared in 1878, which was granted. The heirs at law of the defend- 
ant Gooch were then made parties, who adopted the plea of their 
ancestor, and with the leave of the court put in an answer, in the nature 
of a plea since last continuance, wherein they alleged that in 1802 one 
John Walker, being then seized of the lands in controversy, duly con- 
tracted in writing to convey it, upon the payment of purchase money 
therein stipulated, to William Pannill, who immediately entered into— 
possession, and paid the purchase money when it became due; that 
John Walker having died without executing a conveyance, Pannill 
instituted a proceeding in the Circuit Court for the Hillsboro Circuit, 
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said court having jurisdiction in the premises, against the admunistra- 
tor and heirs at law of the said John Walker, all of said heirs being 
infants, for the specific performance of said contract; that upon the 
hearing of said proceeding, a decree was rendered by said court de- 
claring that the purchase money due under said contract had been paid 
by said Pannill, and that the infants defendant heirs at law of the said 
John Walker make title to the said William Pannill for said land when 
they should arrive at the age of twenty-one years; that during 

1806 one John Washington having obtained a judgment, said (389) 
William Pannill caused execution to issue thereon, and that pur- 
_suant thereto the interest of the said William Pannill 4 in said land was 
sold by the sheriff of Granville County and purchased by the said John 
Washington, who.took the sherifi’s deed therefor; the said John Wash- 
ington died during 1826, devising by his last will and testament his 
interest in the said land to Delphine Washington, who. conveyed the 
same by deed during 1848 to Joseph H. Gooch, the original defendant 
in this action, and the immediate ancestor of the present defendants. 

It is admitted that the said John Washington went into the posses- 
sion of the locus in quo immediately after the alleged sale by the said 
sheriff of Granville County and alleged purchase by him in 1826, and 
that his widow and devisee took possession wpon the death of her hus- 
band and so remained until she conveyed to defendant Gooch in 1848, 
who remained in such possession until the service of the declaration i in 
this action. 7 | | 

The defendants, for the purpose of sustaining their plea since the last 
‘continuance, showed, in evidence, against plaintiff’s objection— 

1. The transeript of the record of the court of equity, as set up in 
their answer. 

9. Deed. from Stephen 8. Parrott, administrator de bonis non of 
John Walker, to William Pannill, Jr., Nancy Pannill, and Elizabeth 
Otey, heirs at law of William Pannill, dedeated: eee date 21 April, 
1857; and mesne conveyance from them to defendants. 

The court instructed the jury that the plaintiff was not entitled to 
recover. To this instruction the plaintiff excepted. 
_ The verdict was returned for the defendants, and judgment was (390) 
rendered thereon by the court; from which plaintiff appealed. 


J.B. Batchelor for plaintiff. 
J. W. Hays for defendants. 


Crark, J.: The purchase money having been paid in full by Wil- 
liam Pannill, the heirs at law of the vendor were naked trustees of 
the legal title for, his benefit. In a court of competent jurisdiction, in 
a proceeding to which the heirs at law of the vendor and the vendee . 
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were parties, it was adjudged in 1803 that the former exécute title to 
the said vendee. With that decree in force and unimpeached, it 1s clear 
that the heirs at law cannot take advantage of the1r own wrong in not 
having executed the decree to recover from the beneficial owner the land 
for which it is adjudged that he had already paid in full, and which 
their ancestor had covenanted to convey to him honever such pay- 
ment had been made. 

By virtue of ch. 478, Laws 1797 , Rev. Code, ch. 46, sec. 37 (and sub- 
stantially reénacted in The Code, sec. 1492), the administrator de bonis 
non of the vendor subsequently in 1855 registered the bond to make title 
in the proper county, and conveyed the legal title to Pannill’s heirs at . 
law, who, in turn, in 1857 conveyed to Gooch, then the defendant in this 
action. | This, by virtue of the statute, passed, as against the plaintiff, 
the naked legal title, which alone she sould claim as an heir at law of the 
vendor. This was set up as a plea since last continuance, and was 
properly allowed by the court, since it could not have been pleaded 
when the answer was filed, and the defendant was entitled to the benefit 
of it. In Johnson v. Swain, 44 N. C., 335, such plea was allowed 
where plaintiff acquired possession after suit brought, and of course is al- 

Jowable here, where the title passed out of the plaintiff by virtue 
(391) of the statute. It is immaterial to consider whether it-was strictly 
an amendment to the answer or a plea since last continuance. A 
plaintiff cannot recover on a title accrued since action begun. If he 
sues too soon, he can take a nonsuit and begin over again. Not so with 
the defendant. If the court cannot permit him to set up a defect in 
plaintifl’s title, or a matter validating his own, which acerues since 
action brought, the defendant would be without ond: since the judg- 
ment obtained against him for want of such plea would be an estoppel. 
The statute then in force gave the court the fullest power to permit this 
amendment to the answer. It provides that the court may “amend 
any process, pleading or proc eras either in form or substance.” 
R. C., ch. 3, see. 1. 7 

It is immaterial to consider what interest passed to Washington 
under the execution sale against Pannill in 1806, subsequent to the 
decree of 1808, but prior to the act of 1812, authorizing the sale of 
trust estates—which point was somewhat considered when this case was 
here the second time (in 1857), 49 N. C., 486—because after that time 
the above conveyances placed the legal title and the right of Pannill’s 
heirs also in Gooch, who held already: whatever rights, if any, had passed 
under the execution sale. 

The judgment taken against Gooch in 1878, after his death, was 
irregular and voidable, and was properly set eide by a motion in the 
eause. It is objected that the motion could not be made by the mover, 
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who was not a party to the original action, but who had acquired his 
interest in the subject-matter of the suit under Gooch since action begun. 
But it has been held in a proceeding between these same parties, Knott 
v. Taylor, 99 N. C., 511, that he can make such motion. It would be 
very strange if he could not, since it is held in that case that he could 
not set up his rights and enjoin the execution of plaintiff’s writ 33 pos- 
session In an independent action. 

An irregular judgment can be set aside upon motion ein (392) 
any reasonable time. Harrell v. Peebles, 79 N. C., 26; Austin 
v. Rodman, 8 N. C., 71; Wade v. Odeneal, 14 N. C, 493 ; Bender v. 
oe vb., 149; Keaton v. Banks, 32 N. C., 381; Blue ? Blue, 79 

. C., 69. 

ae judgment was taken against Gooch in 1 September, 1878, after 
his death. A writ of possession was sued out thereon in 1882, and 
immediately the present mover in this cause instituted proceedings to 
vestrain the plaintiff. At Spring Term, 1888, of this Court, it was 
decided that the mover had mistaken his remedy, which should be by 
a motion in the cause. Knott v. Taylor, supra. At the first term there- 
after of the court below, in September, 1888, this motion in the cause 
to set aside the sidewient was made. It was in apt time. There has 
been no acquiescence or sleeping on his rights by the party aggrieved. 
It is not shown that he had any knowledge of the judgment till plaintiff 
sued out his writ of possession in 1882, and it is not probable that he 
had. 

This is the fifth time this matter, which has been in litigation more 
than forty years, has been in this ‘Court, The defendants, and those 
under whom they claim, have been in continuous and unbroken pos- 
session of the premises for ninety years. Eighty-nine years ago a decree 
was made in a cause pending between the parties under whom the plain- 
tiff and defendants, respectively, claim, adjudging that those whose title 
and possession the defendants hold had paid in full for. the premises, 
and adjudging that the plaintiff’s ancestor execute title to the same. 

This action, having begun long before the adoption of the present 
reformed procedure, our old friends, John Doe and Richard Roe, 
figure as parties to the action. It.is probably their last appearance 
upon the legal stage in this State. Originally introduced as a 
means of evading the excessive technicalities of the old real (393) 
action, the disappearance of the fiction marks a still more notable 
advance in the progress and simplification of the methods of legal 
procedure, : 

No error. 


Cited: Batts v. ea 147 N. C., 185; re v. Summons, 175 | 
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FRANCES E. WILLIAMS err at. v. JOHN R. WHITAKER Ev at. 


Homestead—Pr oceeding in Rem—N otice—Esto ppel—J urisdictvon— 
W ado: Ws. 


1. The allotment of a homestead. does. not confer or divest any title, and is 
not strictly but a quasi proceeding in rem, and only those persons having 
actual or constructive notice are bound thereby. 


2. The allotment of a homestead to one having no right thereto is void, and 
may be attacked collaterally. 


3. The allotment of a homestead to a widow upon the lands of her deceased 
husband—there being children of the marriage-—-is without jurisdiction, 
and is void; and the heirs are not estopped thereby. 


Spectra, procesprne for partition, tried upon issues joined before 
the clerk at May Term, 1891, of Hattrax, Connor, J. 

There was judgment for plaintiffs, from which defendants appealed. 

The facts are stated in the opinion. 


J. M. . Mullen for plaintiffs. | 
R. O. Burton for defendants. 


Suepuerp, J.: The plaintiffs claim as purchasers from two of the 
heirs at law of Jesse Heptinstall, and the title of the defendants is | 
derived from another of the said heirs and the widow of the said Jesse. 

The plaintiffs, therefore, are the owners as tenants in common of 
(394) an undivided two-thirds interest in the land mentioned in the 

petition, and they are entitled to a decree directing that the 
same be sold for partition, unless the right of partition is to be post- 
poned until the expiration of the homestead (which includes the whole 
tract) by the death of Ophelia, the widow. Plaintiffs contend that the 
allotment of the homestead is void as to them; and inasmuch as such 
allotment does not constitute color of title (Keener v. Goodson, 89 N. C., 
273), and the possession, even if conceded to be adverse, has been con- 
tinued for a period shorter than twenty years, it must follow that the 
only question presented for our consideration is whether the allotment 
is void as to the plaintiffs, and for that reason subject to collateral 
attack. There being children, it is conceded that the widow was not 
entitled to a homestead (Wharton ». Leggett, 80 N. C., 169; Gregory 
v. Ellis, 86 N. C., 579); but it is insisted that the paces aie under 
which the- allotment was made is a proceeding wn rem and,. therefore, 
conclusive against all persons and cannot be impeached. Such is the 
effect of a proceeding of that character in its strictest sense, but it is 

very clear that the allotment of a homestead is not such al proceeding, 
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as it does not condemn or operate upon the title of property, but simply 
sets apart a portion of it as exempt from execution for a limited period. 
“The object and purpose of a proceeding purely in rem is to ascertain 
the rights of every possible claimant; and it is instituted on an allega- 
tion that the title of the former owner, whoever he may be, has become 
divested; and notice of the proceeding is given to the whole world to 
appear and make claim to it.” Woodruff v. Taylor, 20 Vt., 65; Duchess 
of Kingston’s case, 2 Smith’s L. C., 694; Waple’s Proc. In Rem., ch. 1. 

The decree in such a proceeding is binding upon the whole world, and 
it cannot be seriously contended that the mere allotment of a homestead 
to one who has no title can estop the true owner, who has had no 
notice, from asserting his rights of property. Again, construc- (395) 
tive notice, as we have seen, must be given to the whole world, and 
under proceedings for the allotment of a homestead the creditors are 
the only persons who are required to be notified by the “advertisement” 
provided in The Code, sec. 515. 

These considerations are suticient to show that the proceeding 1s not 
strictly, but at the most, only quasi in rem; in which case it is well 
settled that, so far as the rights of specific property are concerned, no 
one but parties having actual or constructive notice are bound. Waples 
Proc. In Rem., ch. 56; Duchess of Kingston's case, notes, supra; Horn- 
thal v. Burwell. 109 N. C., 10. 

The children were not oes. nor was there any actual or construc- 
tive notice given, or required to be given, to them, since their mere 
existence precluded the widow from having a homestead in the said 
land. The only persons who could be affected were the creditors, and 
these only as to the manner and extent of the allotment, the duty and 
authority of the appraisers extending no further than to make the same. 
Aiken v. Gardner, 107 N. C., 236. As we have said, the simple allot- 
ment of the homestead does not confer or divest any title, and we think 
it quite clear that if the widow were suing the children or their 
grantees under this allotment, she could not recover. 

Conceding however, that the allotment proceeding was a pr oceeding 
im rem in its strictest sense, it would nevertheless be entirely void unless 
the justice of the peace had jurisdiction to act in the premises. J uris- 
diction is, of course, as esseytial in this as in all other cases. (Waples, 
supra), and if it is to be determined by the right to have a homestead set 
apart as against the children, it must follow that the justice of the 
peace had no authority, and the allotment was void. That such is the 

principle by which jurisdiction 1s to be determined in this particular 

proceeding is apparent from Gheen v. Summey, 80 N. C., 187. In 

that case a homestead had been allotted to a judgment debtor 

in 1870, against a debt contracted prior to 1868, and, on the (396) 
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appeal of the judgment creditor to the township board of trustees, the 
homestead was again allotted to the judgment debtor; it was held that 
the judgment creditor was not thereby estopped from proceeding to col- 
lect his debt by a levy and sale of the homestead. The principle of the 
decision is that the Supreme Court of the United States having decided 
(Edwards v. Kearsey, 96 U. S., 595) that our constitutional provision 
relating to the homestead was in violation of the Federal Constitution 
as to preéxisting debts, the machinery for setting apart the homestead as 
to such debts was void, and therefore the appraisers had no jurisdiction, 
and their acts were also “absolutely void.” The Court said that. “They 
had no more authority to decide the matter than any other body of citi- 
zens who might choose to exercise the power. In order to be conclusive, 
the judgment relied on as res adjudicata must have been one of a legally 
constituted court . . . of competent jurisdiction. Then, neither 
the appraisers nor the township trustees having authority to lay off 
and allot to the defendant his homestead against the debt of the plain- 
tiffs, there is no estoppel of record against them, nor 1s there any estoppel 
in pars.” It will be observed that the authority of the appraisers is 
made to depend entirely upon the right of homestead as against the 
preéxisting indebtedness mentioned. If this is the true principle, its 
application to the present case is very plain. The widow had no right 
under our Constitution to a homestead in this intance, and accordingly 
the machinery provided by the Legislature for setting it apart was 
either inapplicable or void as to her. See, also, Grant v. Hdwards, 86 
N. C., 518. , | | 
It is insisted upon the authority of Neville v. Pope, 95 N. C., 346, 
that upon the face of the record it must be taken that the justice of the 
peace had jurisdiction. In that case a feme covert was sued before. 
a justice of the peace, and failing to plead her coverture, a judg- 
(897) ment was rendered against her. This Court refused to declare 
the judgment void for want of jurisdiction, on the ground that 
a married woman could under some circumstances become lable for a 
contract or tort which was cognizable by a justice of the peace, and that 
until the judgment was set aside for irregularity it would conclusively 
assume that “The cause of action was such*a one as warranted the judg- 
ment.” We do not see how this decision applies to the case before us, 
as we have seen that under no circumstances has a justice of the peace 
authority to set apart.a homestead, where the homestead right does not 
exist. In Gheen v. Summey, supra, the creditor who actually appeared 
as a party, and against whom a final judgment was rendered, was held 
not to be estopped, and this because the appraisers were acting without 
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authority; a fortiori should this be so as to the children, who were 
neither actual nor constructive parties to the proceeding under con- 
sideration. ; 

We are of the opinon that the ruling of his Honor was correct, and 
that the judgment should be affirmed. 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Formeyduval v. Rockwell, 117 N. C., 825. 


: (398) 
J. HE. BLACK v. W. H. BLACK. 


Decett—I ssues—Eaception—Charge—Prayer for Instruction. 


1. Issues substantially presenting the questions of fact in controversy, though 
unnecessarily multiplied, are not the proper subject of exception. 


2, The test is, Did the issues presented afford the parties opportunity to 
introduce all pertinent evidence and apply it fairly? 


3. A charge reasonably responsive to prayers for instruction is all that can 
be required, if it states the law correctly. | 


4, In action for deceit in the sale of a mule, a charge that to maintain his 
action the plaintiff must establish that the mule was unsound, that 
defendant falsely and fraudulently asserted it to be sound, that these 
false representations induced the trade, and that if the plaintiff was not 
in fact misled, but acted on his own judgment, the jury should find that 
he was not induced to part with his property, was fairly explanatory of 
the action. 


Apprat at August Term, 1891, of Mzucxiensure, from Hoke, J. 

The action was brought to recover damages, which plaintiff alleges 
he sustained by reason of the deceit of the defendant in respect to a 
mule which the plaintiff took from him in exchange for a horse. The | 
pleadings raised issues of fact. The verdict of the jury was favorable 
to the plaintiff, and the court gave judgment in his favor. The de- 
fendant, having assigned error, appealed. 


Clarkson & Duls (by brief) for plaintiff. | 
Burwell & Walker (by brief) for defendant. 


Merrimon, C. J.: The issues tendered by the defendant were appro- 
priate, but the substance of them was sufficiently embodied in those sub- 
mitted to the jury. The latter, though unnecessarily multiplied, served 
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to ascertain and scttle the material facts in controversy; they were 
simple, did not necessarily confuse the jury, nor can we see that 
(399) the defendant suffered prejudice from them. The issues raised 

by the pleadings were, in substance, submitted, though not in 
the most direct form. They afforded the parties, respectively, oppor- 
tunity to introduce all pertinent evidence and apply it fairly and intelli- 
gently. This is sufficient, unless the complaining party shows that he 
suffered prejudice from the number and character of the issues. The 
first exception is, therefore, unfounded. 

The defendant requested the court to give the jury twelve special in- 
structions. It gave several of them, properly declined to give others, and 
gave so much of the remaining ones as he was entitled to have given. 
He complains particularly that the court declined to tell the jury im 
terms that “If plaintiff was told the mule was lame, and took him at his 
own risk, the defendant was relieved from disclosing any defects, if 
they existed, and 1s not guilty of a false and fraudulent representation, 
or a fraudulent concealment 1 in not making the particular defect known 
to plaintiff.” 

If it be granted that he was entitled to have the substance of this 
instruction given, we think the court gave it with sufficient directness 
and fullness. It said, among other pertinent things, to the jury, “that 
in order to maintain his action, it was necessary ‘for plaintiff to estab- 
lish that the mule was unsound; that defendant falsely and fraudu- 
lently asserted it to be sound, and that these false representations 
induced plaintiff to make the trade. If plaintiff was not, in fact, mis- 
led by defendant, but acted on his own judgment in making the trade, 
they should find that he was not thercby induced to part with his prop- 
erty.” This plainly implied that the plaintiff could not recover if he 
took the mule at his own risk, relied and acted upon his own judgment. 
The evidence was conflicting, presenting two distinct aspects of it—one 

favorable to the plaintiff, the other to the defendant. The court 
(400) referred to it in detail, pointing out its bearing upon the several 

issues. The charge was intelligent, very fair, sufficiently specific 
and full, and we are unable to discover any error that entitles the 
defendant to a new trial. 

Affirmed. 


Otted: 8. ¢., 111 N. C., 300; Patton v. Garrett, 116 N. C., 856; 
Tuttle v. Tuttle, 146 N. C., 487; Dortch v. R. R., 148 N. C., 576; Whit- 
mire v. Heath, 155 N. C., 307; Robertson v. Halton, 156 N. C., 221; 
Fields v. Brown, 160 N. C., 299; Lumber Co. v. Mfg. Co., 162 N. C., 
397; Bank v. Roberts, 168 N. C., 475; Millikin v. Sessoms, 173 N. C., 
724. | 
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J. H. SMITH v. J. W. L. ARTHUR er At. 
Purchase Money—Deed—Contract—Recital—Counterclaim— 
Issue—Judgment. | 


1. In action for. the recovery of purchase money the plaintiff set up the 
amount of the balance unpaid and how it was due: Held, sufficient. 


2. The plaintiff affirms a deed which was delivered without his consent by 
suing for the balance due of the consideration. ; ; 


vs 


. Recital of receipt of the consideration in a deed is not contractual in its 
character so as to preclude recovery of the purchase money due. 


Apprat trom Merrimon, J., at Fall Term, 1891, of Swarn. 

The plaintiff complained for a-balance of purchase money unpaid for 
a tract of land recited in the deed as paid, and that the defendants ob- 
tained possession of the decd by fraud on their part and mistake on part — 
of plaintiff. This defendants deny, and set up that plaintiff was their 
agent in his original purchase of said land, had not paid the amount of 
purchase money recited 1 deed to him, conspired to cheat defendants 
by misrepresentation as to value, and cxecuted a deed to defendants 
reciting as consideration the amount sued for; defendants plead 
as set-off and counterclaim damages on account of failure of title, (401) 
the deed having been made with full covenants. 

The defendants moved for judgment upon the pleadings, for the 
reason that the complaint did not state a cause of action, in that it did 
not allege that the contract sued upon was in writing, and beeause said 
complaint did not set out a copy of any written instrument evidencing 
the contract sued upon, or account for the loss thereof, which motion 
was denied by his Honor, and the defendants excepted. The following 
issues were settled by his Honor and submitted to the jury, to wit: 
(1) Was the plaintiff, J. H. Smith, the agent of the defendants, Arthur, 
Cofin & Co., to purchase for them the Walker lands? (2) Did defend: 
ants agree es purchase from plaintiff the lands described in the com- 
plaint? (3) What sum is due.the plaintiff from the defendants? 

The jury found for the plaintiff. Defendants appealed. -— 


T. F. Davidson for plaintiff. — 
J. B. Batchelor for defendants. - 


Suepuerp, J.: The motion for judgment upon the pleadings was 
properly overruled. This is not an action for the specific performance 
of a contract for the sale of land, but for the recovery of an alleged bal- 
ance of purchase money for land which has co sold and conveyed 
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to the defendants by the plaintiff.. It is true that the plaintitt alleges 
that the deed was only signed by him, and that its possession by the 
defendants was procured by fratidulent means; but as the defendants 
admit its execution, and claim under it, and the plaintiff affirms it by 
- suing for the purchase money, it must be treated for the purpose of this 
action as having been duly executed. This being so, it was unnecessary 
for the plaintiff to have shown a written contract of sale, and he was 
entitled to recover any balance due him as purchase money for the said 
| land. Executed contracts of this character are not within the 
(402) statute of frauds. Choat v. Wright, 18 N. ©., 289; Rice v. 
Carter, 338 N. C., 298. The terms, however, of the contnact seem 
to have been stated in a lost letter, and sevoudary evidence of its con- 
tents was admitted by the court. This testimony was consistent with 
the recital in the deed as to the amount of the consideration, and it, as’ 
well as the deed, was admissible for the purpose of showing the said con- 
sideration. The objection that the recital of the receipt of the con- 
sideration money is conclusive, and that the plaintiff is estopped to show 
that any balance is due, is met by Barbee v. Barbee, 108 N. C., 582. In| 
that case the effect of such a recital is fully discussed, and it was held 
that it “is not contractual in its character, and is only prima facie 
evidence of the payment of the purchase money, which may be rebutted 
by parol testimony.” As to the refusal of the court to submit an issue > 
upon the counterclaim, we will remark that such a practice is not to be 
commended. Under the circumstances of this case, however, we do not 
see how the defendants were prejudiced, as his Honor afterwards gave 
them a judgment as upon default and 1 inquiry, and stayed execution until 
the inquiry could be instituted. 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Boutten v. BR. #., 128 N. C., 841; Drake v. Howell, 133 N. C. 
167; Brown v. Hobbs, 154 N. C., 547, 551, 552. 


(408) | a | 
JOHN R. ROSS v. NANCY HENDRIX kr At. 


Equity—Equitable Defense—Possession—Constructive Notice—Action . 
| to Recover Land—Dower—Limitations. 


1. Where it appeared that the proceeds of the wife’s separate: land, sold since 
1868, was used by the husband to purchase another tract, it was held, in 
the absence of any agreement to the contrary, to be sufficient to consti- 
tute a resulting trust, which, coupled with open possession, could be. set 
up to defeat the naked Wee title in an action of ejectment. 
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2. Open, notorious, and exclusive possession for twelve years, accompanied 
by a claim of ownership, is constructive notice of an equity, even though 
it be the possession of one entitled to dower which had not been allotted. 


3. It. would have been otherwise if the dower had been allotted as to the part 
embraced in the allotment. 


4. Where such equitable ownership is set up as a defense in an action to 
recover land, the statute of limitations does not bar. 


SPECIAL PROCEEDING, begun before the clerk and transferred to the 
Superior Court at term for trial upon the issues raised in the pleadings, 
and tried before Graves, J., at December Term, 1889, of Gurrorp. 

Both parties claimed the land under the same person (George K. 
Hendrix, deceased), who was the husband of one of the plaintiffs and 
the father of the other. The plaintiffs relied on three deeds, executed in 
1887 and 1888; and the defendants set up an equity with notice, and 
introduced testimony tending to show that the widow of said Hendrix, 
defendant, had lived on the land sixteen years, 7. ¢., since her marriage, 
and she had been in possession since her husband’s death, twelve years; 
that the land was bought by him with her money, showing the amount 
which went in it. ‘he deceased was heard to acknowledge that his 
wife’s money bought the land. It appeared also that the defend- 
ant, his widow, laid claim to the land, and so informed plaintiff. (404) 

The plaintiff’s counsel insisted that the defendant Nancy Hen- 
drix had failed to establish by proof the equity claimed by her, and asked 
the court to charge the jury that there is no evidence to go to ‘thom upon 
the second issue, as to the alleged agreement between the said George K. 
Hendrix and the defendant Nancy, his wife, that her money was used 
in paying for the land at the assignee’s sale, or, if 1t was so used, that 
it was upon any agreement made at the time, or before that time, be- 
tween her husband and herself that the land was to be hers, or that she 
was to have the title or any interest in the land. | 

Plaintiff’s counsel also asked the court to charge the jury that the pos- 
session or occupancy of the land by Nancy Hendrix, under the circum- 
stances of this case, she being entitled to dower in the land, and her 
possession of the same as the widow of the deceased George K. Henr?s 
did not have the effect to fix the plaintiff with constructive notice of he. 
claim to an equity in the land, and that they should find the fourth issue 
in favor of the plaintiff. 

The court declined to charge as requested, and the plaintiff scan 
.and appealed. 


L. M. Scott for plawnérff. 
J. i. Boyd for defendants. 
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SuepuerD, J.: We are of opinion that there was sufficient testi- 
mony to be submitted to the jury for the purpose of establishing at 
least a resulting trust in the defendant Nancy Hendrix. It appears that 
she sold her land after her marriage, which occurred some sixteen 
years before the trial of this action. The sale then having been made 
since 1868, the proceeds arising therefrom was her separate property, 
| and these proceeds having been invested in the land in contro- 
(405) versy by her husband, it must follow, in the absence of any agree- 

ment to the contrary, that a trust resulted to her. Kirkpatrick. v 
Holmes, 108 N. C., 206. 

We are also of ara that the possession of tid: entire tract of land 
for twelve years by the said Nancy after the death of her husband, 
accompanied as it was by acts indicating a claim to its exclusive owner- 
ship, was constructive notice of her equity, and that the plaintiff is 
affected therewith. 

It is true that if dower had been assigned in the land oceupied by her, 
there would have been no constructive notice; but there was no assign- 
ment of dower, and she occupied the entire tract under the cireum- 
stances mentioned. This possession, while not adverse as between the 
widow and the heirs (Page v. Branch, 97 N. C., 97), so as to bar their 
entry, was sufficient to put a purchaser upon inquiry, and he must. be 
deemed to have had notice of all that such an inquiry would have dis- 
closed. Bryan v. Hodges, 107 N. C., 492; Staton v. Davenport, 95 
N. C., 11. 

The exception to the ruling upon the statute of limitations was not 
very seriously pressed by counsel. The possession of the defendant 
Naney was consistent with her equitable ownership, and she only sets 
up the trust for the purpose of protecting such rightful possession. The 
statute of limitations does not apply to such a case. Harmer v. Daniel, 
82 N. O., 152. 

We fhanle that, under the circumstances, it 1s proper to permit George 
Hendrix, the hen of defendant Nancy, who died pending the appeal, to 
come in and adopt her answer. The other exceptions are also without 
merit. 

No error. 


Cited: Ray v. Long, 128 N.C., 91; 8. ¢., 182 N. C., 892. 
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(406) 
JOHN M. McCORMICK vy. J. W. JERNIGAN ev Au. 


Probate of Lost Wills—Lost Deeds—Equity—Limitation. 


1. The probate of a lost will must be made before the clerk of the Superior 
Court. 


' 2. Lost bonds and deeds must be set up in a court of equity. 


3. No statute of limitations applies to the probate of a lost will. 


Procrerpine begun before the clerk of Ricumonp to probate a lost will, 
heard by Boykin, J., at February Term, 1892. 


J.D. Shaw and Frank McNeill (by brief) for plainteff. 
W.A. Guthrie and Burwell & Walker (by brief) for defendants. 


Crarx, J.: The only question presented by this appeal is whether. 
probate of a lost will can be made before the clerk of the Superior 
Court in the exercise of his probate jurisdiction. By sections 2148, 
2149, et seq., clerks of the Superior Court have exclusive jurisdiction of 
the probate of wills. A will which has been lost before probate remains | 
and continues in force as a will. ‘The Code, sec. 2176. The only differ- 
ence between the probate of a will which can be produced and one which 
has been lost is as to the nature and quantity of the evidence required to 
prove it. The jurisdiction to prove the will is not changed by its loss. 
No equitable element is involved. 
_ The setting up a lost deed was in the court of equity, not because. 
from the nature of the evidence it must be proven in that court, but 
because a decree was requisite for a reconveyance, or to enjoin a 
recovery by the grantor and the like. Hence a bill for the reéxecution 
of a deed lost or destroyed in the hands of a grantee cannot be 
sustained unless there is some additional grounds for relief. (407) 
Hoddy v. Hoard, 2 Carter, 474. This is pointed out by Adams 
Equity, 167. He also points out that the jurisdiction to set up a lost 
bond is in equity only because the obligor had a right to demand profert 
of the bond, and when this could not be had, the remedy at law was 
gone and plaintiff was compelled to go into equity to recover on the 
bond. He says that after profert was dispensed with, equity courts held 
on to their acquired jurisdiction, though the reason for it had ceased. 
The jurisdiction as to lost negotiable instruments arose from the right 
to require indemnity from liability of the paper sued on and alleged to 
be lost, turning up in the hands of another party, but as to bills or notes 
not negotiable this reasoning did not apply; and hence, an action to 
recover upon them could be maintained at law, though lost, and proof 
of their loss could be made in such action. Adams Eq., 168. | 
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The probate of a will is a simple question of proof, and no additional 
matter is involved which requires it to be taken into the court of equity, 
as is the case with lost deeds, bonds, and negotiable papers.. The forms 
for probate of lost wills are to be found in Smith’s Probate Law (3 Ed.), 
and are entitled “In the Probate Court.” This is supported by the 
almost uniform practice in this country. 13 A. & E., 1077. | 

The statute of limitations is pleaded, but it was not pressed in this 
Court. The statute does not apply to the simple taking probate of a 
will. It must be set up, if at all, to the assertion of any rights which 
may be claimed under the will. ‘In the ruling of the Superior Court 
that the clerk did not have jurisdiction there is 

Error. 


Cited: Jones v. Ballou, 189 N. C., 526, 527. In re Hedgepeth, 150 


N. C., 249; Recks v. Wilson, 154 N. C., 289; Powell v. Watkins, 172 
N. C., 247; Starnes v. Thompson, 173 N. C., 472. 


(408) | | 
LUTHER SHELDON vy. W. R. KIVETT. 


Attachment—A fiidavit—A mendment—A ppeal—Practice. , 


1, An affidavit in attachment against a nonresident which fails to set out how 
the debt was due, and that defendant could not, after due diligence, be 
found in North Carolina, is defective. . 


2, Such defect may he cured by amendment in the Superior Court in the dis- 
cretion of the judge, though the proceedings were commenced before a 
justice of the peace. The practice with regard to amendments is more 
liberal when proceedings were begun in such courts. 

3. No appeal lies from an order allowing such amendment, but does lie from 
an order refusing to dismiss the attachment. 


4, No appeal lies from an order refusing to dismiss an action. 


5. An affidavit in attachment, if made by an agent, need not state way it is 
not made by the principal. 


Apprat from Winston, J., at July Term, 1891, of Granvicte. 

This action was commenced by summons issued by a justice of the 
peace 25 April, 1891. Upon the return of summons by the sheriff, 
“The within defendant not to be found in my county; resident of Texas,” 
the plaintiff gave the undertaking set out in the record, and sued out a 
warrant of attachment and obtained the order of publication of the affi- 
davit, of which the following is a copy, to wit (with the omission of the 
words in italics, which were subsequently added by amendment in the 
Superior Court) : | 
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“A. W. Graham, attorney for the plaintiff above named, being duly 
sworn, deposes aad says : | 

“1, That the defendant, W. R. Kiv rett, is indebted to the plaintiff in 
the sum of $200, due by justice’s pidnient 

“9. That the said defendant is not a resident of the State of North 
Carolina, and after due diligence cannot be found in North Carolina, 
and has money, things of value, and property in this State, and that he 
has a judgment to the amount of $125 against B. H. Cozart, re- 
covered at April Term, 1891, of Granville Superior Court. 
(Signed: A. W. Graham, attorney and agent of Luther Shel- (409) 
don.)” : 

The defendant, appearing specially before the magistrate, moved “to 
vacate the warrant of attachment for irregularity and insufficiency in 
the proof, pleadings, and affidavit upon which said warrant of attach- 
ment was granted.” 

This motion was denied on the ground that no irregularity or insuffi- 
ciency was pointed out in the motion or by the counsel. _ 

The cause coming on to be heard, and the plaintiff having proved his 
claim, and the publication of the attachment and of the summons, and 
the order of publication also being duly proved, and the defendant not 
appearing, either in person or by attorneys, upon motion of A. A. Hicks 
and A. W. Graham, plaintiff’s attorneys, it was ordered that the plain- 
tiff recover of the defendant the sum of $200, with interest thereon from 
27 December, 1887, until paid, and former costs, $1.75, and costs of 
‘this action, amounting to $4.60. And it was further ordered that B. H. 
Cozart pay to plaintiff, Luther Sheldon, the sum of $125 and interest 
thereon, as recovered by judgment in favor of the defendant Kivett 
against said Cozart at April Term, 1891, of said Superior Court of 
Granville County, and heretofore, to wit, on 27 April, 1891, in these 
proceedings condemned to the payment of the judgment that ‘might be 
recovered in this action. And said B. H. Cozart was ordered to pay 
said sum recovered by judgment aforesaid in favor of the said Kivett 
to the plaintiff in this action, and no other person. 

From this judgment the defendant appealed. | 

In the Superior Court at July Term, 1891, the defendant (410) 
moved the court to dismiss and vacate the warrant of attach- 
ment because of irregularity in the. process, pleadings, and affidavit 
upon which said warrant of attachment was granted and issued. Mo- 
tion denied; defendant excepted. 

Plaintiff ian moved the court to be allowed to amend his affidavit. 
Motion granted, and the affidavit was amended by inserting the words 
. above set out in italics. The defendant excepted. 
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From these rulings and orders, refusing to dismiss and vacate the 
warrant of attachment and allowing the plaintiff to amend his affidavit 
as aforesaid, the defendant appealed. 


A. W. Graham for plainteff. | 
L. C. Edwards (by brief) for defendant. 


Crarx, J.: The original affidavit was defective in the particulars 
in which it was amended. Faulk v. Smith, 84 N. C., 501. But it is 
settled that it could be amended by leave of the court, granted in its dis- 
cretion, even though the first affidavit were wholly insufiicient. Brown 
v. Hawkins, 65 N. C., 645; Pope v. Frank, 81 N. C., 180; Bank v. 
Blossom, 92 N. C., 695; Penniman v. Daniel, 98 N. C., 3382; Cushing 
v. Styron, 104 N. C., 338. In those cases the action began in the 


Superior Court. For a stronger reason the power of amendment. 


existed here, where the action began in a magistrate’s court, in which 
the same regularity of procedure is not to be expected, and The Code, 
sec. 908, provides that in such cases the court can amend “either in 
form or substanee.” S. v0. Norman, post, 484; Mfg. Co. v. Barrett, 95 
N.C. 36.0 | e- 4 | | 

In an affidavit by the agent it is not required that the reasons why 
it was not made by the principal should be set out, as in the verifica- 
tion of pleadings. Bruff v. Stern, 81 N. C., 188. After the amend- 
ment of the affidavit in this case, it was again sworn to. Bank v. Frank- 

ford, 61 N. C., 199. After the warrant was issued publieation 
(411) for four successive weeks at the courthouse and four other public 
places was made, as required by The Code, sec. 350. 

From the leave to amend, no appeal lay. Lippard v. Roseman, 72 
N. C., 427; Henry v. Cannon, 86 N. C., 24; Weggins v. McCoy, 87 
N. C., 499; Jarrett v. Gebbs, 107 N. C., 303. But the refusal of the 
motion to dismiss the attachment affects a substantial right, and from 
it, as from the refusal of a motion to vacate an order of arrest, an 
appeal hes. Roulhac v. Brown, 87 N. C., 1. It would not he from 
a refusal to dismiss an action, since there an exception should be noted 
and the ruling brought up for review on appeal from the final judg- 
ment, if it is against the defendant. Plemmons v. Imp. Co., 108 N. C., 
614; Guilford v. Georgia Co., 109 N. C., 310. 

No error. 


Cited: Mullen v. Canal Co., 112 N. C., 110; Luttrell v. Martin, ib., 
605; Cook v. Mining Co., 114 N. C., 618; Judd v. Mining Co., 120 N.C, 
399; Finch v. Slater, 152 N. C., 156; Mitchell v. Lumber Co., 169 N. C., 


398; Hosiery Mills v. R. R., 174 N. C., 4538; Walliams v. Bailey, ATT 


N. C., 40; Davis v. Davis, 179 N. C., 189. 
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THE MERRITT MILLING COMPANY v. ROBERT T. FINLAY et at. 
Slander—Counterclarm-—Pleading——Judgment—A ppeal. 


1. Damages for slander cannot be set up as a counterclaim to an action for 
debt. ; 


2. Where, upon such plea, on the intimation of the court an aOpeH was taken: 
Held, the appeal was premature. 


Ge 


. An appeal lies only from a judgment. 


Apprar at December Term, 1891, of Buncomsn, from Merrimon, J. 

The plaintiff sued for the amount of a debt. The defendants pleaded 
as defense a counterclaim for damages for slander of the business. — 
The facts sufficiently appear in the opinion. 


No counsel for plaintiff. | (412) 
Julius C. Martin for defendant. 


Crarx, J.: It is not necessary that we consider whether there was 
any evidence sufficient to go to the jury to support defendants’ counter- 
claim, for we concur with his Honor that the slander charged as the 
basis thereof was not a counterclaim that could be pleaded to this action. 

The plaintiff complains that the defendants, being indebted to it, 
accepted a draft drawn on them by the plaintiff, and have failed to pay 
it. The defendants allege that the plaintiff slandcred them as to their 
pecuniary standing, and injured their credit and business, and seek dam- _ 
ages therefor by way of counterclaim. This did not arise out of con- | 
tract, and therefore could not be pleaded, under subsection 2 of section 
244 of The Code; nor could it be pleaded under the first subsection 
thereof, because it did not “arise out of the contract or transaction 
which was the ground of the plaintifi’s claim,” nor was it “connected 
with the subject of the action’”—the contract made by the acceptance 
of plaintiff’s draft. Byerly v. Humphrey, 95 N. C., 151. 

The record states that, upon the intimation of the court, “the defend- 
ants submitted to a nonsuit upon their counterclaim, excopted, and 
appealed.” The appeal was premature, and would not he till after a 
final judgment upon the plaintiff’s cause of action. Walker v. Scott, 
106 N. C., 56; Cameron v. Bennett, ante, 277. | 

It also did not lie because an appeal only hes from a judgment, and 
no judgment of any kind appears in the record. Taylor v. Bostic, 93 
N. C., 415; Cameron v. Bennett, supra; S. v. Hazell, 95 N. C., 623. 
This was probably an inadvertence, as the defendants admitted the 
acceptance was due when sued on and had not been paid, and telied 
solely upon the counterclaim by way of defense. We have, there- 
fore, passed upon the point intended to be presented, as has been 
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(413) sometimes, though rarely, done by the Court upon sufficient cause 
to justify it. McBryde v. Patterson, 78 N. C., 412; 8. v. Lock- — 
year, 95 N. C., 638; 8S. v. Divine, 98 N. C., 778; Guilford v. Georgia Co., 
109 N. C., 310. 
Appeal dismissed. 


Cited: S. v. Wylde, post, 503; Hinton v. Ins. Co. 116 N. C., 26; 
Farthing v. Carrington, vb., 386; “Walters v. Starnes, 118 N. C., 844; 
Gammon v. Johnson, 126 N. C., 67: Comrs. v. Steamship Co., 128 N. C., 
561; Ayers v. Makely, 1381 N. C., 65; Richardson v. Express Co., 151 
N. C., 61; Dowdy v. Dowdy, 154 N. C., 558; Shields v. Freeman, 158 
N. C., 127; Gilbert v. Shingle Co., 162 N. C., 290; Chambers v. hk. &., 
172 N. C., 556; Barbee v. Penny, 174 N. C., 573; Gordon v. Gas Co., 
178 N. C., 488; Thomas v. Carteret, 180 N. C., 111. 


THOMAS D. TURNER v. HENRY MEBANE. 
Moving House Off Mortgaged Premises. 


Moving a house off mortgaged premises does not impair the lien upon it, and 
a decree of sale, with leave to the purchaser to remove, cannot be 
objected to by the mortgagor. 


AppraL at August Term, 1891, of Orancx, from Winston, J ; 
The defendant appealed. 


J. W. Graham for plaintiff. 
C. D. Turner for defendant. 


Crark, J.: The defendant mortgagor moved the house from the 
mortgaged premises across the road to another tract, also belonging to 
him, but not covered by the mortgage. This certainly could not impair 
the mortgage lien upon the house. If it could, in these days when house- 
moving machinery has been so greatly perfected, there would be a serious 
impairment of the security of all mortgages on improved real estate. 
The court decreed a sale of the house in its new situs under the mort- 
gage, with leave to the purchaser to remove, or roll the building off 
again. We can perceive no grounds, legal or cable, upon which the © 

defendant can object to this. The plaintiff does not ask for more, 
(414) and the rights of third parties are not involved. 

It does not appear that the building was attached to the free- 
hold, and it is unnecessary to discuss the effect of such attachment in this 
case, 1f any. 

No error. 


Cited: Stevens v. Smathers, 124 N. C. 573. 
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DD: ¢: FERRABOW ET AL. ¥V. ELIZABETH GREEN ET AL. 


— Case on Appeal—Costs—Record. 


1. Where the sintement of case on appeal is defective if it iad come up oe 
the first time in this Court, yet, if the defect can be supplied by reference 
to the record which came up on the first appeal, the appeal will not be 
. dismissed. 


2. Where the plaintiffs prevail in a part of their action, they are entitled to - 
costs. 


Appzar from the ‘uapmen renaened by Bee J., at April Term, 
1891, of GRANVILLE, on the ground that the former judgment was not 
modified ; in accordance with the direction of the Supreme Court. (108 
N. C., 343.) | 

A. Ww . Graham and J. W. Graham for plaintiffs. 

J.B. Batchelor and John Devereux, Jr., for defendants. 

Avery, J.: “When this case was heard on appeal at February Term, 
1891 (108 N. C., 339, 343), this Court said: “It is only necessary that 
the final decree shall Be modified so as to provide. that all of the defend- 
ants, their agents, etc., shall be restrained from committing further 
waste upon the lands, aad to strike out so much of it as adjudges 
that the plaintiffs shall recover damages of the defendants H. es (415) 
Stem and W. T. Stem.” 

At the next term, after the transeript went down, the presid- 
ing judge modified the former judgment by not only striking out so 
_mauch of it as awarded damages against the two defendants named, but 
by allowing them to go without day and recover costs. Counsel agreed, 
in writing, that the judgment and agreement of counsel should consti- 
tute the case on appeal. Accordingly, the transcript shows that at said. 
term Judge Boykin rendered the judgment set out in the record, and 
that the agreement was made—nothing more. Counsel for the appellee 
moves to dismiss for want of sufficient record to show that the court has 
jurisdiction, and cites Gordon v. Sanders, 88 N. C., 1; Markham v. 
Hicks, 90 N. C., 1; Branch v. RB. R., 88 N. C., 573; Perry v. Adams, 96 
N. C., 347; and Wyatt v. R. R., 109 N. C., 306, to sustain his position. 

If this were an original appeal coming up for the first time, though it 
involved only a question of costs, depending: upon the proceedings or 
record below for its solution, we would be bound to follow the authorities 
cited, and grant the motion to dismiss. This, however, is not a new or 
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original appeal coming up for the first time, but the very cause that was 
before us at Spring Term, 1891, brought back for our decision of the 
question whether the effect of the modification heretofore directed 
would be to tax the plaintiffs instead of the defendants with the costs. 
We think that where the same cause is brought up a second time for 
further direction as to the costs, which are incident to the judgment, 
counsel may, by consent, limit the transcript to~the additional judg- 
ment appended to the eget and refer to the transcript already in this 
- Court to supplement it. 
_ The defendants appealed from a | judgment errr all of the de- 
fendants from committing further waste, and for the recovery of dam- 
ages against H. A. Stem and W. T. Stem, who were the lessees 
(416) of their codefendants. While this Court reversed so much of 
the judgment as provided for the recovery against H. A. and 
W. T. Stem for damage done to the inheritance as the lessees of persons 
not impeachable for waste, it did not modify the decree that all should 
be perpetually ‘prohibited from continuing the destruction of timber. 
The plaintifis failed to maintain the demand for damages already sus- 
tained, but they did prevail against all of the defendants in the action 
in so far as it was brought to invoke the extraordinary power of the 
court to prevent further destruction of timber. Whatever might be 
the rule as to costs incurred in this Court, we think that there was error 
in the judgment that the defendants H. A. Stem and W. T. Stem go 
without day and recover costs below, since they were restrained with the 
other defendants, and one of the main purposes of the action. was to get 
the benefit of the remedy by injunction. Cook v. Patterson, 1038 N. C.,, 
197; Costin v. Baxter, 29 N. C.,.111; Vestal v. Sloan, 88 N. C., 555; 
Horton v. Horne, 99 N. C., 219; Wall v. Covington, 76 N. C., 750; 
. The Code, sees. 525 to 528. | | 
We think there was error. Let this opinion be certified to. the end 
that the judgment: below may be modified as directed. 
Error. 


Cited: Field v. Wheeler, 120 N. C., 270; Fonch v. Strickland, 130 
N. ©., 45; Williams v. Hughes, 189 N. C., 20; Vanderbult v. Johnson, 
141 N. C., 373. 
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HikLLSBoRO v. SMITH, 


(417) 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF HILLSBORO v. JOHN U. SMITH Er at. 


Writ of Certiorari—County Commissioners—A ppeal to Superior 
Court—Ilnrcense to Sell Iaquors—Good Moral Character. 


1. A writ of certiorari is the proper proceeding to have the action of a board 
of county commissioners reviewed in the Superior Court. 


2. The order of the court to have the proceedings of the county commissioners 
certified to its next term is not appealable. 


3. Act.of 1891, ch. 323, providing that the board of commissioners shall, upon 
satisfactory evidence of good moral character of the petitioner, issue the 
license, ete., is aS mandatory as sec. 3701 of The Code. 


4. The board of commissioners have a limited legal discretion in passing 
upon an application for license, and they have a right to take into con- 
sideration the suitableness of the place and the propriety of increased 
accommodations for the publie. 


5. As to the town of Hillsboro, the provisions of the Laws of 1854, ch. 276, 
respecting the manner in which the applicant shall be recommended, is 
still in force. 


Crrtiorari, heard by consent upon petition and affidavits, by Boykin, 
J., at chambers in Durnam, 11 June, 1891. 

The petitioners (the said town), without objection, introduced an 
amendment to the charter of said town, being chapter 276, Laws 
1854-55. 

The defendant’s counsel moved to dismiss the said application upon 
the ground that the proceedings of the commissioners of Orange County, 
in regard to granting the license and orders complained of, were not ° 
subject to review, as it was an exercise of the discretion vested in said 
board. His Honor refused to dismiss the motion for a certiorari, and 
ordered the clerk of Orange Superior Court to issue an order to 
the board of county commissioners to certify their proceedings in (418) 
the matter of granting said order to the sheriff of Orange County 
to issue license to said John U. Smith & Co. to sell liquors in said town of 
Hillsboro by the small measure, viz., in quantities less than a quart and 
not more than five gallons, to the next term of the Superior Court of 
Orange County. 

From this order defendants Smith & Co. appealed, and assigned as 
error the refusal of his Honor to dismiss the application for a certiorari 
upon the grounds stated. 


C. D. Turner for plaantrff. 
J. W. Graham for defendants. 
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SHEPHERD, J.: The town of Hillsboro, by its duly authorized attor- 
ney, appeared before the board of commissioners of the county of 
Orange and objected to the granting of a license by that body to one 
John U. Smith to retail intoxicating liquors in the said town. The 
board of commissioners ordered that a license be issued to the said 
Smith, and taxed the town with the costs of the proceeding. The town, 
having been thus treated as a party to the proceeding, very clearly had 
a right to have the action of the board of commissioners reviewed, and, 
as no appeal hes from that body in a case like the present, the writ of 
certiorart was properly granted. We are also of the opinion that the 
order of the judge is not appealable, and that this appeal must be dis- 
missed. Bank v. Burns, 107 N. C., 465. As the case is to be further 
heard in the court below, it is not improper that we should pass upon 
the questions presented upon the face of the petition. 

It is there stated that the board of commissioners considered that 
when the applicant (Smith) had shown a good moral character, it 

had no discretion whatever, but was compelled to grant him the 

(419) license. The act of 1891, ch. 323, provides that “The board of 

- commissioners shall, upon satisfactory evidence of good moral 

character of the applicants, issue the license,” etc. Sec. 3701 of The. 

Code 1s quite as mandatory in its terms, and is substantially similar to 

the above act, except that it uses the words “properly qualified appli- 
cants,” instead of applicants having “‘good moral character.” 

In Muller v. Commissioners, 89 N. C., 171, a properly qualified appli- 
cant was held to mean a person having a good moral character, and the 
principles laid down in that case are, therefore, applicable to the one 
now under examination. The court says that the board of commissioners 
have “a limited legal discretion in passing upon an application for 
license, and they have a right to take into consideration the question 
whether the demands of the public require an increase of such accom- 
modations, and whether the place it is proposed to establish a bar-room 
is a suitable one.” See, also, Commissioners v. Commissioners, 107 
N. O., 335. 

The other question is whether the board of county commissioners 
have any power to grant a license to sell liquor in the town of Hillsboro 
to any person who is not recommended by the commissioners of the said 
town. The answer is to be found in chapter 276, Laws 1854, which 
provides that “The commissioners of the town of Hillsboro shall pre- 
sent to the said court [court of pleas and quarter sessions, the du- 
ties of which, in respect to the granting of licenses, have been devolved 
upon the board of county commissioners] the names of such persons, not 
less than two in number, as they shall recommend to be licensed to retail 
spirituous liquors in the said town, and it shall not be lawful for the 
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justices of the said court to grant a license to retail spirituous liquors 
within the limits of said town, except to persons who shall have been 
recommended as aforesaid.” We have been referred to no statute re- 
pealing the foregoing act, and, if it is still in force, it 1s plain that a 
heense cannot be granted except upon the recommendation 
therein provided. A license granted without such a recommenda- (420) 
tion is void, and can afford no protection against an indictment 

for retailing without license. 

Appeal dismissed. 


Cited: S&S. v, Stevens, 114 N. C., 878; S. v. Smith, 126 N. C., 1058; 
Perry v. Comrs., 180 N. C., 559; Dickson v. Perkins, 172 N. C., 362, 
Walls v. Strickland, 174 N. C., 301. 


JULIUS LEWIS pr AL. Vv. J. ©. BLUE. 
Attorney and Client-—Compromise of Judgment Without Authority. 


1. Authority in attorney to sue and collect a claim does not warrant him in 
compromising it. 

2. Where an attorney, without authority from his client, assigns a judgment 
for less than its value: Held, that the plaintiff was the owner of the 
judgment, and that the amount for which it was transferred must be 
treated as a credit thereon. 


ProcEepine heard by Boykin, J., at March Term, 1892, of Moors. 

The plaintiffs having a docketed judgment in the Superior Court of 
the county of Moore, moved for leave to issue an execution thereupon. 
The defendant opposed this motion, alleging that the plaintiffs were not 
the owners of the judgment. 

The court submitted an issue to the jury. It appeared, from the case 
stated on appeal, that upon the trial of said cause, J uliws Lewis, one of 
the plaintiffs, testified as follows: That the plaintiffs are the owners of 
said judgment, and never assigned the same to any one, and never 
authorized any one else to do so for them, and the same has never been 
paid; that prior to thé taking of said judgment they placed the 
account, upon which said judgment was taken, in the hands of (421) 
J. W. Hinsdale, attorney at law, for collection, but did not 
authorize him to assign said claim or judgment, or compomise the same. 

J. W. Hinsdale, introduced by the plaintiffs, testified as follows: 
That the claim upon which said judgment was taken was placed in his 
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hands by the plaintiffs, as attorney, for collection, and that he either 
handed or sent said claim to W. E. Murchison, attorney, with mstruc- 
tions to collect the same; that plaintiffs did not authorize him to assign 
or compromise said claim or judgment; that, according to his recollec- 
tion, Murchison had not paid him anything on said judgment; that he 
did not authorize Mr. Murchison to compromise said judgment. 

The defendant introduced W. E. Murchison, who testified that J. W. 
Hinsdale turned over said claim to him with instructions to do the best 
he could with it; that he reduced the claim to judgment, and had it 
docketed in the Superior Court; that, in his opinion, the defendant Blue 
was insolvent, and at the request of N. A. McKethan, who had: purchased 
lands from Blue, upon which the judgment was a lien, and in considera- 
tion of $50 or $60 paid him by McKethan, he assigned and transferred 
said judgment to M. McL. McKethan, in writing, for the benefit of said 
N. A. MecKethan, and signed plaintiffs’ names to same by himself as 
attorney ; that he had no authority from plaintiffs, excepting what was 
given by Col. J. W. Hinsdale, as hereinbefore testified to. 

He further testified that, according to his recollection, he had paid said 
$50 to Colone) Hinsdale in settlement between them. 

After the introduction of the foregoing evidence, his Honor declined 
to submit any question of facts or issue to the jury, but held, as a matter 

of law, that the plaintiffs were the owners of the judgment, and 
(492) that the $50 paid to said Murchison was a payment on said 
judgment. 

The plaintiffs asked his Honor to charge the jury that if Murchison 
accepted the $50 or $60 in compromise of the judgment without author- 
ity from the plaintiffs, that they could treat the same as a nullity, and 
collect the whole of this judgment from defendant. Said mstruction 
was refused; to which refusal, and the refusal of his Honor to submit 
these issues to the jury, plaintitis excepted. To his Honor’s ruling that 
the $50 accepted by Murchison in compromise of said judgment should 
be applied as a payment on said Judgment, the plaintiffs excepted. 

The court directed that the plaintiffs’ judgment be credited with $50 
and that execution issuc for the balance thereof, according to law. The 
plaintiffs having excepted, appealed. 


Douglass & Shaw (by brief) for plantcffs. 
Black & Adams (by brief) for defendants. 


Merrion, ©. J.: Accepting the evidence as true, the plaintitts’ 
attorneys had no authority to sell, transfer, or assign their judgment ; 
they simply had authority to collect the judgment in the way allowed by 
law and to take all proper legal steps for that purpose. They had not 
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_ authority to take anything in payment of the judgment other than 
money, or less than the face value thereof, unless they had been spe- 
cially authorized by the plaintiffs to do so. Bank v. Grim, 109 N. C., 
93. So that the sale or assignment of the judgment was void ad 
ineffectual. 

The principal counsel, at a oe fromm the court when the judg- 
ment was docketed, en avail himself of the services of local counsel 
in collecting the judgment, as he did do in this case, and such local 
counsel might, in good faith, collect and give a valid receipt for the 
money received. The nature of the duties of attorneys in collecting 
debts implies authority to avail themselves of local counsel to 
look constantly and carefully after the creditor’s interests. Such (428) 
authority may be exercised in the orderly course of such busi- ~ _ 
ness. Rogers v. McKenzie, 81 N. C., 164; Branch v. Walker, 92 N. C., 

89; Beck v. Bellamy, 93 N. C., 129; Byadafoed @. Williams, 91 N. C., ie 
| The assignment of the qileniont was void, but the plaintiffs’ sounnel 
received $50 on account of the same. This sum should go to the dis- 
charge of that much of the judgment, certainly, in the absence of 
objection by the defendant or the party who paid it for him. The 
plaintiffs can only look to their attorneys for the money so collected. 

Affirmed. _ 3 


\ 
. 


JAMES H. LOUGHRAN vy, CLAYTON GILES. 


Contract to pone Land, Verbal and Written—Demurror Pleading — 
: Statute of Frauds. 7 


1. A defendant cannot take advantage of the statute of frauds: respecting a 

verbal contract to convey land by demurrer, because such contract is not 

void, but only voidable when the statute fs pleaded, and by demurrer the 
defendant elects to treat it as still subsisting. 


2. The reason of the statute was to get rid of the temptation ‘to perjury; but. 
this cannot arise where the facts are admitted by a demurrer. 


3. A verbaf contract to convey land is good between the parties when its 
terms are agreed upon, and the statute is not pleaded. ; 


4, When there are several defendants, and the complaint gets up a good cause 
.of action as to any one of them, a joint demurrer will be overruled; but 

” where several defendants are joined with the party to the verbal agree- 
ment, they cannot demur for this cause until the latter makes his elec- 
tion to ratify or repudiate the contract; but he cannot make an election 

to the prejudice of persons whose rights have intervened. | | 
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(424) | Action for damages for the breach of a.contract to convey 

land, heard upon complaint and demurrer by Merrimon, J., at 
December Term, 1891, of Buncompr. The demurrer was to the effect 
that the complaint failed to state a cause of action, and was overruled, © 
and defendant appealed. The complaint set up the following letter 
and telegram: 

Wirminetoy, N. C., 18 May, 1891. 

Mr. Jas. H. Loueuran, Asheville, N. C. 

Dear Str: I must beg your pardon for the delay in replying to your 
letter of the 8th inst.. My bookkeeper has been sick, one of the clerks 
off on a bridal tour, and one other clerk away on his summer vacation. 
- My hands have been full. I will make you this proposition: $7,500 
for the property; payments, $2,000 cash, $1,500 in two years, $1,000 in 
_ three year's, $1,500 in four years, and $1,500 in five years; interest, 

8 per cent, payable semiannually. The above amount is what I think 
the place is worth. 

I have your check for $50 in full for rent to ie 15th inst. I thank 


you. Very truly, 

| | Crayton GILEs. 
fase sah ashy Nae geo ae eae ce ete ee ee a $2,000 
7 Syd 5 a: SR PR OED REEDED RODE RS RPE EEE oe RC PED ORL oe ee 1,500 
CAB ws ae oa es ean a SS sent aaa See ees Se Pe 1,000 
BOVE cite ik Se ae SAE E oe Deee aa Sadica duct wus Yous cactesnesdieusenmacrceutsieereseiis 1,500 
De VORP cab 2edecsacs Sesadeun stu stadleatoreecea teeta tae tena aaa ater ia at teehee: 1,500 


| $7,500 
Will you kindly reply at your earliest opportunity. | 


And that plaintiff received the above letter, or contract, on 21 May, 

1891, and replied, accepting the offer of defendant contained in said 
letter, by telegram, in words and figures as follows: 
(425) — 
| 21 May, 1891. 

To Crayton Gitzs, Wilmington, N.C. 

I accept your proposition. Send deed and notes to D. C. Waddell as 
soon as possible. : | James H. LoweHran. 


The complaint further states that plaintiff was ready, willing, and 
able to comply ae the above agreement, and defendant refused, after 


demand. 


No counsel for plaintiff. . 
 G. V. Strong for defendant. 


N.C. ] FEBRUARY TERM, 1892. 


LOUGHRAN Vv. GILES. 


Avery, J.: The plaintiff declares in terms upon both a verbal and a 
written contract, as it was competent for him to. do. Harris v. Sneeden. 
104 N. C., 369; Knight v. Houghtalling, 85 N. C., 17; Dail v. Freeman, 
92 N. C., 851; Johnson v. Finch, 98 N. C., 205. -A verbal contract is 
not- absolutely void, but voidable at the option of the party “to be 
charged therewith,” when an action is brought to enforce it. Foust v. 
Shoffer, 62 N. C., 242; Syme v. Smith, 92 N. C., 338. If, in answer to 
the demand for its enforcement, he denies the alleged agreement, or 
sets up another and a different contract, or pleads specially the statute 
of frauds, the action cannot be maintained. Holler v. Richards, 102 
N. C., 545; Cox v. Ward, 107 N. ©., 507; Browning v. Berry, 107 N. C., 
231. On the other hand, if he admits the allegation that he entered into 
it, and raises no question as to its validity, but is content to rest hi. 
defense upon other grounds entirely consistent with its existence and 
binding force, the courts cannot ex mero motu annul an agree- 
ment which a party has already, by his pleading, ratified, or (426) 
may hereafter elect to afirm. Syme v. Smith, supra. By filing 
the demurrer, the defendant has admitted that a contract was made, 
both verbally and in writing. The voidable contract must, from its 
very character, remain subject to affirmation or repudiation, till the 
party to be charged shall, by his language or conduct, manifest a poai- 
tlve purpose tv pursue the one course or the other. Conceding, for the 
sake of argument merely, that there is not in the complaint a sufficient 
allegation of a written contract, still we must interpret its language as 
meaning that there was a verbal understanding between the parties 
that the land mentioned in the complaint on which plaintiff’s bar-room 
was located should be conveyed by defendant to plaintiff upon the pay- 
ment of the price mentioned. By setting up the statute in a demurrer 
the defendant seeks to get the benefit of it without specially pleading it, 
and without expressly denying that he entered verbally into the very 
agreement set forth in the complaint. The statute of frauds (said 
Justice Ruffin in McCracken v. McCracken, 88 N. C., 276) was in- 
tended to “close the door upon temptations to commit perjury, and the 
assertion of feigned titles to property.” The evil intended to be guarded 
against in the enactment of the statute was the attempt to enforce pre-. 
tended verbal agreements by resorting to perjury, and though it became 
- necessary in attaining this end to put it in the power of a party to avoid, 
at his election, his own verbal promise to convey land, the statute was 
not construed as a declaration that all such contracts not in writing and 
signed by the party to be charged were to be treated ipso facto as null 
and void. Wilkie v. Womble, 90 N. C., 254; Green v. R. R., 77 N. O., 
95; Davis v. Inscoe, 84 N. C., 396. 
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“A verbal contract for the sale of land, tenements or hereditaments, 
or any interest in or concerning them (said the Court, in Thigpen 7. 
Staton, 104 N. C., 400), is good between the parties to it, and will | 
(427) be enforced, if they agree upon its terms, and the party to be 
charged does not plead the statute.’ It is settled, as is said in 
Baker v. Garris, 108 N. C., 218, that the objection that the complaint 
does not state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action may be made 
by demurrer or ore tenus, and cannot be waived; but this rule is eyi- 
dently intended to apply in cases where it appears upon the face of the 
complaint that plaintiff is not entitled to recover, no matter what 
_ defense may be set up, or whether any answer may be filed. Until the 
party to be charged manifests his election by pleading specially, it does 
not appear that he may not be willing to abide by the verbal promise. 
Wilkie v. Womble, supra; Thigpen v. Staton, supra. A demurrer can- 
not, from its nature, be the proper pleading by which to make and 
express the election to repudiate the contract. In Conant v. Barnard, 
108 N. C., 815, it was held that where all of the defendants united in 
a demurrer upon the ground that the complaint did not state facts suffi- 
clent to constitute a cause of action, the demurrer would be overruled 
if the complaint set forth a good cause of action as to any one of the 
defendants. In a case in other respects like that at bar, but. where 
several defendants are joined with the party to be charged by the verbal 
agreement, it would follow that none of the others could venture to 
demur, on account of the nature of the contract, until he should make 
his election to ratify or repudiate it. Davis v. Inscoe, supra. A differ- 
ent rule prevails, however, where the complaint sets forth facts showing 
a repudiation of the verbal contract by the party to be charged, and 
the action is one to recover possession on the strength of the title so re- 
pudiated, because when the fact that the contract relied upon to show 
title has been repudiated, and has become thereby void instead of void- 
able, is admitted by the demurrer, it is at last but an admission that | 
there is an incurable defect in the title set up by the plaintiff. In 
Young v. Young, 81 N. C., 91, cited for defendant, it appeared | 
(428) upon the face of the complaint that Seth Young, who had agreed, 
by parol, to convey the land in controversy to the father of the 
infant plaintiff, had subsequently, and before the action was brought, 
actually conveyed to one of the other defendants, Zephaniah Young, 
thus rendering it impossible for him, at his ee con. to ratify the origi- 
nal agreement, and thereby enable the plaintiff to make out his title and 
establish his right to the possession. 
As it does not appear from the complaint that the defendant is not 
still able to perform the verbal agreement, we do not think that the 


300 


N. 0] FEBRUARY TERM, 1892. 


LOUGHRAN v. GILES. 


Court should treat the demurrer as an election to repudiate the contract. 
In the absence of an allegation that the defendant had, before suit 
brought, placed himself in such condition that he could not perform the 
agreement, there is a failure to disclose all of the facts necessary to con- 
stitute a good defense, and even in states where the demurrer has been 
sustained in causes of this character, it was originally so held, upon the 
ground that, admitting the allegations of the complaint to be true, 
there would be no possibility of recovery upon them in any contingency. 
The earliest of the Massachusetts cases that we can find, in which such 
a demurrer was sustained (Walker v. Locke, 5 Cush., 90) was one where 
the defendant, by conveying the premises, as in Young v. Young, supra, 
had rendered it impossible to abide by his verbal promise, and where the 
fact that he had so aliened the land appeared upon the face of the bill. 
It is true that in some subsequent cases that Court sustained a demurrer 
where the same reason did not exist, and the rule was generally adopted 
in the courts of equity in this country that a defendant might demur 
where it appeared affirmatively in the bill that the contract which the 
plaintiff was seeking to enforce was a verbal agreement to convey land. 
But no such doctrine was ever announced in North Carolina as obtain- 
ing in courts of equity, and we think that the rule which has been recog- 
nized here is much more just and reasonable. Until it appears affirma- 
tively that the way is not open for the person to be charged to 

admit and submit to the parol agreement, there is a possibility (429) 
of enforcing the contract. The statute was enacted to prevent 

the enforcement of pretended contracts. Where there is a real agree- 
ment, there is no sufficient reason why the party against whom the court 
is asked to enforce it should not be forced to a discovery of the truth or 
to rest his defense solely upon the statute. We prefer to adhere to our 
own rulings. Though, generally, we have followed the courts of equity 
in formulating rules of pleading under the new system, there are excep- 
tions to the general rule. 

In taking the view of the subject that we have announced, we must 
not be understood as holding that the plaintiff has not in fact sufficiently 
alleged that there was a contract in writing. It might prove very inter- 
esting to discuss the question whether the telegraphic operator at Ashe- 
ville was constituted the defendant’s agent, as if he had been clerk at an 
auction sale, and whether the response in defendant’s letter to that of 
plaintiff would make the letter admissible to show a description set 
forth in it. The rule has been generally adopted in other courts that 
where the allegation is that a defendant contracted to convey, it will be 
presumed that the allegation referred to a contract in writing. We 
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merely mention this question, however, to exclude an improper conelu- 
sion, and will forbear further discussion of it. 
The judgment of the court below is | | ‘ 
Affirmed. 


Coted: Lowe v. Harris, 112 N. C., 501; Williams v. Lumber Co., 
118 N. ©., 982; Hemmings v. Doss, 125 N. C., 402; Moréhead v. Hall, 
126 N. C., 217; Brinkley v. Brinkley, 128 N. C., 506; Brewer v. Wynne, 
154 N. C., 471; Henry v. Hilliard, 155 N. C., 378. | 


(430) | 
CITY OF GREENSBORO v. W. D. McADOO. 


| Hxceptions. . 
An exception must point out specifically and definitely the error assigned, 


and not leave the court to grope through the entire record to discover 
error, 


AppEAL from Boykin, J., February Term, 1891, Guinrorp. 


Dillard & King and J. E. Boyd (by brief) for plaintiff. 
L. M. Scott for defendant. 


Crark, J.: The defendants except— 

1. Because the judge did not hold that the action and proceedings of 
the plaintiff in the premises were without authority of law. 

2. That the action of the jury was not in accordance with the law. 

This conveys no information wherein the action and proceedings of 
the city were without authority of law, whether in the want of the 
power of local assessments or otherwise, nor wherein the action of the 
jyary was not in accordance with the law; and in both particulars it 
cannot be seen definitely how or wherein the judge erred, and the 
whole matter is left to conjecture. In assigning error, the appellant 
should point out specifically and distinctly wherein it consists, and not 
leave the Court to grope through the entire transcript. When this is 
not done, the Court will affirm the judgment below. Brumble v. Brown, 
71 N. C., 518; Chasten v. Martin, 84 N. C., 391; Moore v. Hull, 85 
N. C., 218; Strickland v. Draughan, 88 N. C., 315; Arrington v. Good- 
rich, 95 N. C., 462. There being no errors on the face of the record 
proper, and no other being legally and properly assigned, the judgment 
must be 

Affirmed. 


Cited: S.c., 112 N. ©, 360. 


N. C.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1892. 


KELLY v. R. R. 
(451) 
J OHN KELLY et au. v. THE LYNCHBIRG AND DURHAM RAILROAD 
COMPANY Et AL. 


Arbitration and Award—Compensation—Pleading—Proof— 
Practice. 


1. Though the parties to an arbitration agree that the arbitrators shall fix 
their own compensation, yet upon a proper suggestion that it is extor- 
tionate or excessive, it becomes the duty of the judge to hear and, if 
necessary, to pass upon the question thus raised. 


2. When, upon the coming in of the award, the court ordered notices to issue 
to the arbitrators to file itemized accounts of the time engaged and 
expenses incurred by each, together with the value of their services, and 
in response to this order such accounts were filed, to which the defendants 
formally excepted: Held, (1) it is too late to object to the order; (2) 
the ruling of the court that it had “no power to consider the evidence in 
the absence of sustained proof or allegation, or some affidavit of the 
party setting forth fraud, collusion, conspiracy, or unfairness,’ was error. 


. The court has power to fix the compensation of its arbitrators when it is 
not agreed upon: to cut it down if it is excessive; and this in the absence 
of formal allegation and proof. 


SHEPHERD, J., dissenting. 
Motion to revise and reduce the compensation of arbitrators, heard at — 
- October Term, 1891, of Durnam, by Winston, J. 
The following is the ruling and order: . 
“The court being of the opinion that the court has no power to con- 
sider the evidence in the absence of sustained proof or allegation, or of 
, some affidavit of a party setting forth and specifically charging fraud, 
collusion, conspiracy, or unfairness, refuses said motion.” 
The defendant excepted. Judgment for the arbitrators. 
The other facts may be gathered from the opinion of the Coit 


OW. W. Fuller for arbitrators. | | | (432) 
—W. A. Guthrie for defendants. | 


Avery, J.: If the parties had not incorporated into the agreemen: 
to submit to arbitration a provision that the arbitrators might fix their 
own compensation, the duty of determining what would be a just allow- 
ance for the service rendered by them, and each of them, would have 
devolved upon the court, and the judge might have heard evidence in 
case of dispute in order to arrive at a fair estimate of the value of the 
work done and the expense incurred in performing it. Stevens v. 
Brown, 82 N. C., 463; Griffin v. Hadley, 58 N. C., 82. . 
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Where they assume the right to determine their compensation without 
the assent of the parties, that portion of the report will not be sustained, 
and, if separate from other matters disposed of, may be set aside, while 
the award in other respects may be enforced as a rule of court. Stevens 
v. Brown, supra; Kmght v. Holden, 104 N. C., 107. 

The truth of the principle embodied in the old maxim, “Nemo debet 
esse judex wm propria sua causa,’ is self-evident. White v. Connelly, 
105 N. C., 70; Freeman v. Person, 106 N. C., 251. While it is admitted 
that the parties to an action may, by express agreement, clothe arbitra- 
tors with power to fix the amount of their compensation, the law at- 
taches, by implication, the condition that the allowance shall not be 
unreasonable, and upon a proper suggestion that it is extortionate or 
excessive, it becomes the duty of the trial judge, before giving judg- 
ment to enforce the award, as a rule of court, to hear evidence, if 
necessary, and pass upon the question thus raised. The motion for 
judgment upon an award, which is by the terms of the submission to be 
enforced as a rule of court, may be resisted upon any ground that im- 

peaches its validity generally, or, where it is separable, the valid- 
(483) ity of a portion of the findings. Metcalf v. Guthrie, 94 N..C., 
447; Cowan v. McNeely, 32 N. C., 5. 

It has been the practice in our courts to attack awards for errors of 
law, apparent from the record, by filing exceptions. Long v. i a 
97 N. C., 89; Duncan v. Deicgn 23 N. C., 466. 


It apes. upon an inspection of the ee of two of the ane | 


tors (the claim of the third having been compromised pending the dis- 
pute), that they claim each about $50 per diem for every day on which 
they were actually sitting together, with all expenses for board and 
transportation; and, moreover, one account contains a charge for one 
day at the same rate, which was spent previous to the hearing in con- 
ference with attorneys of the plaintiff who had chosen him. The aggre- 
gate of one of the contested accounts is $1,220.50; of the other, $982.21. 

Upon the coming in of the award at March Term, 1891, Judge Boy- 
kin, who then presided, ordered that notice issue to Lutz and Graham to 
file “verified itemized accounts of the time engaged and expenses incurred 
by each of them respectively in the trial of this cause, together with 
the value of their services.” To this order no exception was entered, 
and in response to it the accounts were filed, to which the defendants 
nave formally excepted. It is too late to object to the order made at 
March Term, 1891. 

The judge who passed upon the exceptions to the accounts filed by 
the two arbitrators rested his ruling upon the ground that he had “no 
power to consider the evidence in the absence of sustained proof, or 
allegation, or of some affidavit of a party setting forth and specifically 
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charging fraud, collusion, conspiracy, or unfairness.” The court below 
adopted the language used by Morse (p. 596), and quoted from an 
opinion of the Supreme Court of Maine. But it must be remembered 
that the question under discussion there was not what was the proper 
method of attacking an allowance of fees, made by two or three 
arbitrators, each for himself, according to his own estimate of (434) 
the value of his own services, but how the joint work of all the 

_ arbitrators, as to which there might be collusion or conspiracy, could be 
impeached for fraud. His Honor adopted the English rule, which has 
been followed by only a portion of the American courts (Morse on 
Arbitration, p. 620); but admitting, for the sake of argument, that the 
action of the arbitrators as to all issues upon which they passed as a body 
could in England have been impeached only by a bill in equity, and that 
under our Code practice we are bound to preserve the principle by 
requiring that the equity shall be alleged in some proper way, it 
does not follow that the account for services, which the parties may have 
consented that each arbitrator shall make out for himself, shall be 
attacked only in the same manner. In the absence of such agreement, 
the quantum of fees would have been determined at the discretion of the 
court, while, if the parties had not agreed upon the trial by arbitrators 
of the matters in controversy between them, the issues of fact raised by 
the pleadings would have been settled by the jury. An excessive charge | 
of a single arbitrator might, it seems to us, have been corrected under 
the former practice without resorting to a court of equity, whatever 
might have been the rule as to collusive fraud. The permission to each 
arbitrator to make out his bill of charges is subject to the power of the 
judge to resume his functions in case the license should appear to 
him to have been abused. It is a substitution of the arbitrator in his 
place, with the condition annexed that the allowauce may be set aside 
if unreasonable. If the award is set aside for fraud, the right of trial 
by jury as to the issues is reinstated. If the allowance to an arbitrator 
is impeached as unreasonable, the effect is to restore to the court the 
right to fix a reasonable compensation. 

We do not concur with the court below in the view that fie (435 ) 
must be allegata and probata, or proof sustained in any specified 
formal manner, before the court can interpose to supervise an allowance 
of fees by the arbitrators to themselves. The amount of fees would be 
determined, in the absence of any agreement, by.the court, on motion, 
and the judge would, in case of dispute as to the character and extent 
of the services, hear testimony. We see no reason why the judge, upon 
suggestion by exception, or by motion, that the allowance is unfair, 
should not set aside an unjust allowance in the wey prescribed by law 
for making a just ohe. This is in harmony with The Code, and the 
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general trend of our new practice in dispensing with useless formality 
where it obstructs the administration of justice. We think that the 
court was at hberty to hear any evidence offered as to the services per- 
formed, and upon that, and other material evidence, had the. power to 
pass upon the question whether the charges made were unreasonable. 

It would seem, however, that in America the jurisdiction of the 
courts of equity 1n setting aside awards has not been admitted to extend 
to all cases where there has been fraud in the arbitration; but it is 
needless to discuss that question, if we consider the compensation as a 
matter apart from the issues raised by the pleadings. We think that 
there was error in the ruling of the court below. 


SHEPHERD, J., dissenting: J think that his Honor very properly 
refused to allow the award to be impeached in such a summary and 
informal manner. The compensation of arbitrators may be submitted 
to them, as well as the other matters in dispute, and their award, in this. 
respect, 1s equally binding, and must be impeached in the same way. 

The award in this case does not, upon its face, disclose the specific 
items of costs and charges as fixed by the arbitrators, and, therefore, 
the court could not see that they were so unreasonable as to warrant 

relief on the ground of fraud or oppression. In such cases the 
(436) award must be impeached by an action in the nature of a bill in 

equity charging fraud, misconduct, or other grounds of relief; 
and when the award is to. be made a rule of court, there should be, at 
least, an affidavit setting forth the grounds upon which its enforcement 
is resisted. The fact that the arbitrators are interested in fixing their 
own compensation makes no difference, as it is well settled that an 
award will not be disturbed where parties have knowingly submitted 
their differences to persons interested in the matters involved. Pearson 
v. hati ha 109 N. C., 398, and the authorities cited. See, also, Fox 

. Hazleton, 10 Pick., O75, 

The ruling of the court below.is well sustained by Blossom v. Van- 
Amrunge, 68 N. C., 65, in which Chief Justice Pearson says: “It cer- 
tainly cannot be expected that the court shall wade through all of the 
voluminous proceedings, accounts, time devoted to the investigation, 
etc., in order to determine whether the amount of compensation fixed on 
is too high, for the reason that the parties have agreed to leave that 
question to the arbitrators, and they are bound by it, except there be an 
allegation of unfairness so well sustained as to induce the court to 
interfere in order to prevent fraud and oppression by an abuse of power 
confided to the arbitrators.” See, also, Adams Equity, 192. To set 
aside an award upon a motion without affidavit, or upon a mere excep- 
tion, 1s, I think, something new in the practice. As to the fixing of 
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compensation, it reduces the determination of the arbitrators to but little 
- more dignity than an ordinary bill of costs, and I cannot see how this is 
authorized by the Code of Civil Procedure. His Honor seems to have 
been of the opinion that the new procedure was designed simply for the 
purpose of enforcing existing principles of law and equity, and not to 
change them in any respect. Such, also, seems to have been the view of 
this Court from the adoption of The Code to the present time. Parsley 
v. Nicholson, 65 N. C., 207; Oates v. Gray, 66 N. C., 442; Katz- 
enstein v. R. R., 84 N. C., 688, and numerous other cases. The (437) 
impeachment of an award, like the correction of a deed, is gov- 
erned by certain principles, and is by no means a simple matter of 
practice. 

T can conceive of no greater source of confusion than the idea that the 
Code of Civil Procedure warrants any departure from well settled prin- | 
ciples, and that in some vague and indefinite way it is to be made refuge 
for all of the “hard cases,” at the sacrifice of that certainty and uni- 
formity which constitute the beauty and strength of every enmenients 
system of jurisprudence. | 

IT think that the ruling of the court below should be affirmed, and that 
the impeaching matter should at least be supported by affidavit. 


Per CurraM. | | Error. 


THE WILMINGTON AND WELDON RAILROAD COMPANY 
v. B. I. ALSBROOK, SHERIFF. 


THe material matter involved in this appeal is set out in the former 
appeal between the same parties. See ante, 187. 


Crane. J.: This appeal comes up from the final judgment of the 
court below, entered in accordance with the opinion and judgment of 
this Court rendered at this term, on the hearing of the appeal from the 
interlocutory order on the motion for an injunction to the hearing. 
~R.R. v. Alsbrook, ante, 137. The transcript of the record is the same, 
except the addition now of a final judgment below. For the reasons 
stated by the Court at the former hearing, the judgment must be 
affirmed. The opinion on the former mapeak is reaffirmed, and 7“ be 
entered as the opinion of the Court on this hearing. 

Affirmed. 
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(438) 
WILLIAM JENKINS vy. THE WILMINGTON AND WELDON RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 


Damages by Draining Land—Natural Channels—Viewing the Prem- 
wses—Challenge—Charge—Practice—New Trial. 
ij, The granting or refusal of an application for the jury to view the premises 


which are the subject of injury or accident lies within the sound discre- 
tion of the judge. 


2. Objection that a juror is on the prosecution bond of another plaintiff in 
another action, though against the same defendant on a similar cause of 
action, is properly overruled. 


3. The court must put its charge, as to the law, in Meare however inconven- 
ient, if the request is made in apt time. 


4, Respecting the drainage or diversion of surface water, a railroad com- 
pany enjoys the same (but no greater) privileges as any other land- 
owner—that is, a right to cause it to flow in its natural channel. 


5. Discussion by Crark, J..and Mrerrimon, C. J., as to the rights and duties of 
those draining land and flooding surface water upon the lands of others. 


Merrimon, C. J., concurring in part and dissenting from part of the opinion 
of the Court. 


Action for damages alleged to have been caused the plaintiff’s lands 
and crops by reason of the diversion of water upon his lands by the > 
defendant company in the construction of its road from Scotland Neck 
to Greenville, as set out in the complaint, tried at December Term, 1891, 
of Marrin. 

When the case was called for trial the defendant made objection to 
H. T. Brown, a juror, and alleged for cause that the said juror was on 
the prosecution bond of one Everett in an action against the defendant 
for flooding said Everett’s land, lying on the same stream as plaintiff's 
land, and damaged by the same act as that alleged by the plaintiff 1 in this | 
action. 

Cause disallowed, and defendant excepted. 

It also appeared that said juror was related to said Everett. De- 

fendant assigned said relationship to Everett as a cause of chal- 
(489) lenge. 
Cause disallowed, and defendant excepted. 

The defendant then challenged said juror peremptorily. 

Having challenged four jurors peremptorily, the defendant offered to 
challenge one Griffin, a juror, peremptorily, which challenge was not 
permited by the court, and the defendant excepted. 

After the jury was impaneled, the defendant moved the court “that 
the jury, after the testimony has been finished, be sent, under the direc- 
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tion of the court, to view the land alleged to be damaged, and the land 
over which the defendant is alleged to have drained water by the con- 
struction of its road, and the said watercourses, so as to damage the 
lands and crops as set out 1n the complaint.” 

It appeared that the land alleged to have been damaged was seven- 
teen miles distant from the courthouse. 

The testimony in the case was closed late Friday night, and the court 
expiring by limitation at 12 M. on Saturday night following, the judge 
found that it was impossible to send the jury to view the land and con- 
clude the argument and charge the jury within that time. For these 
reasons the court declined to grant the motion. The argument in the 
cause was concluded about 3 o’clock p. m., Saturday, and the charge 
about 5 o’clock p. m., the court holding a continuous session. 

The defendant excepted. 

It was in evidence that in September, 1888, the defendant company 
extended its road from Scotland Neck to Greenville, and that for a 
portion of the way it was constructed through a low pocosin country; 
that in the construction of said road from the direction of north to south 
it was constructed through “Devil’s Garden,” and ditches were dug 
along and within its right of way to what is known as “Arden Branch” ; 
“Devil’s Garden” is a basin, low, depressed formation, covering 
about 250 acres; it is lower than the immediate surrounding (440) 
country; it is surrounded on all sides by a natural elevation or 
margin; it has no natural outlet, except that in seasons of heavy rainfall 
a small portion of the water which accumulates in it overflows its mar- 
gin, the greater part of which finds its way into “Arden Branch,” and 
thence into “Coburn Swamp”; before the building of the railroad it 
stood with water all the time, varying from half-leg to knee-deep; that 
it was covered with a thick, heavy growth, consisting of pine, maple, 
bay, gum, gall bushes, reeds, and such like. It is admitted that “Devil’s 
Garden” was not a watercourse, and that the water which accumulated 
and stood in it was rain water or surface water. The evidence tended 
to show that the ditches along the defendant’s right of way drained all 
the water of “Devil’s Garden,” both that along its right of way and that 
covering the entire basin, south into “Arden Branch”; that ‘Arden 
Branch” discharged its waters into “Coburn Swamp,” which was admit- 
ted to be a natural watercourse; that the lowgrounds of this swamp 
where the railroad crosses it were some two or three hundred yards wide, 
with hills on either side eight or ten feet high; ‘Coburn Swamp” was 
canaled by the adjacent landowners up to within a short distance from 
where the railroad crosses it; that prior to the building of the road it was 
effectual as a drainage-way for said lands; that ten times as much water 
comes down the swamp or canal now as before the railroad was built; the 
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lands along the swamp are cultivated up to the canal; the lands of the 
plaintiff are not contiguous to the railroad, but lie two and one-half 
miles down “Coburn Swamp”; the ditches cut by the railroad were 
wholly within its right of way, and there was testimony tending to show 
that they were necessary in the construction of the roadbed to make the - 
same safe for the transportation of freight and passengers, and also 
that the road was properly and skillfully constructed; that 
(441) “Arden Branch” did not cut the rim or margin of “Devil’s 
Garden,” and only served to carry off such water as surmounted 

the elevation or margin which surrounds it in very wet seasons. 

The evidence in regard to the damage was substantially as follows: 

The canal was successful as a means of drainage before the railroad 
was built; since the railroad was built, about 38 acres of land has been 
overflowed; a crop has not been made on the land since the road was. 
built; not much damage done to the crops in 1888, because the crops 
were matured before the ditches were dug. In 1889 no crop of any 
account was made; 1890 was over an average year, and only about half 
a crop was made; 1891 was an average year as to rainfall, and the land 
was overflowed more than ever before the road was built; the lands are 
overflowed when there are heavy rains; the water stands in the ditches 
‘so that when there is a heavy rain the lands overflow; formerly the 
ditches would carry off the waters from heavy rains; rains which over- 
flow now, formerly did not do so. 

Verdict and judgment for plaintiff. Appeal by defendant. 


Donnell Gilliam for plaintiff. . 
James E. Moore for defendant. 


Crark, J.: The granting or refusal of the application for the jury 
to view the premises is a matter which rested in the discretion of the 
trial judge. On some occasions it may be very useful and, indeed, almost 
necessary. It was permitted on the trial of the Cluverius case, 81 Va., 
787, and there are many precedents elsewhere for such practice. It 
was allowed in this State, without objection, on the trial (for murder) | 
of Gooch, 94 N. C., 987, and it has been done in many other cases. On 

the other hand, it is most usually unnecessary, and would be 
(442) productive of delay and expense and, on occasions, possibly, of 

irregularities. The matter is one which must be left to the 
sound discretion of the trial judge, by whom such motion should only 
be granted when it shall seem clear to him that it is required in the 
interest of justice. In the present case it would seem that a map of the 
locality and the evidence of witnesses should have been amply sufficient 
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to convey to the jury an intelligent comprehension of the entire conten- 
tion of the parties. 3 

The objections to the jurors were properly overruled. It was not 
a disqualification that a juror was a surety on the prosecution bond of 
another plaintiff, or related to such plaintiff, in another action against 
this defendant for a similar cause of action. 

The court below committed error in failing to put its charge, as to 
the law, in writing when requested, as here, in apt time. The Code, sec. 
414, The reason given by the court, that while it reduced nearly its 
entire charge to writing, it did not fully comply with the statute, “be- 
cause it was impracticable to put the whole charge in writing in the 
time within which it was necessary to conclude the trial,” does not 
eure its failure to observe the requirement of the statute. If there was 
not time to do so, the court could, in its discretion, have made a mis- 
trial. The defendant had a right to insist on the entire charge as to 
the law being put in writing, either to the end that it should be handed — 
to the jury on their retirement (Laws 1885, ch. 137), or to avoid differ- 
ences between counsel as to its purport, in making up a case on appeal, 
though this does not require that the recapitulation of the evidence 
should be put in writing. Dupree v. Insurance Co., 92 N. C., 417; 
Drake v. Connelly, 107 N. C., 463; Lowe v. Elliott, 107 N. C., 718. 

As the case goes back for a new trial, it is but proper that we should 
notice some of the general principles which are applicable to this and 
similar eases. In doing this, we deem it unnecessary to refer 
to the multitude of conflicting decisions in other states upon this (443) 
much debated subject. We are content to accept, in a great . 
measure, the conclusion of such discriminating authors as Mr. Angell 
(on Watercourses) and others. First, we are of the opinion that, in 
respect to the drainage or diversion of surface water, a railroad com- 
pany enjoys the same privileges as any other landowner, but no greater, 
to be exercised under the same restrictions and qualifications. Secondly, 
a railroad company or other landowner has a right to cut ditches and 
conduct the surface water into a natural watercourse passing through its 
land, and if this right is exercised in good faith, and in a reasonable 
manner, for the better adaptation of the land to lawful and proper uses, 
no damage can be recovered if the lands of a lower owner are injured. 
Mr. Angell (p. 134) says: “No doubt, the owner of land through - 
which a stream flows may increase the volume of water by draining 
into it, without any liability to damages by a lower owner. He must 
abide the contingency of increase or diminution of the flow of water in 
the channel of the stream, because the upper owner has the right to all 
the advantages of drainage or irrigation reasonably used which the 
stream may give him.” 
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The foregoing passage is quoted with approval by the Court of Ap- 
peals of New York in Waffle v. R. R., 53 N. Y., 11. The Court says: 
“The authorities in this country and England upon this subject are 
collected and revised by the author, and clearly establish the right 
claimed by the defendant. Goodale v. Tuttle, 29 N. Y., 459; Rawsbron 
v. Taylor, 11 Exch., 369; Gannon v. Hargadin, 10 Allen, 106; Muller 
v. Lanbach, 47 Penn., 154. <A proprietor having the right to reclaim 
his land by draining the surface water therefrom by ditches discharging 
into a stream running thereon, which is the natural outlet of the water, 

the object of doing so, whether for the erection of buildings, agri- 
(444) culture, or constructing a railroad thereon, is wholly immaterial.” 
| The principles thus laid down are not only founded upon 
sound reasoning and natural justice, but they underlie the entire systern 
of drainage as to surface water in North Carolina, and if they are 
departed from because of a few “hard cases” (which are the “quick- 
sands” of the law), the evil results by way of vexatious litigation among 
neighboring landowners, as well as by doubts and confusion as to their 
respective rights and liabilities, will be simply incalculable. It would 
amount to a revolution in the law, which, for convenience, as well from 
a sense of justice, has been tacitly adopted and acted upon by them for 
a century or more. This right, however, must be exercised in a rea- 
sonable manner, and this must necessarily be determined in view of the 
particular circumstances of each case. For instance, if the stream is 
inadequate, and injury may result to a lower owner, the right to cut 
such ditches must be confined strictly to mere surface water, and the 
ditches must not be so constructed as to divert the surface water from 
a direction in which, by the general inclination of the land, it naturally 
flows. 

Skillful farmers, in the hill country and in the mountains of our 
State, are accustomed to construct hillside ditches so as to discharge the 
surface water through either of two ravines on opposite sides of a hill, 
and we are not to be understood as holding that, in so doing, they incur 
any liability to those through whose land the water passes, if the ditches 
are made skillfully and with an eye single to oes the best protec- 
tion to the land against washing. 

In the present case it 1s admitted that “the ditch complained of was 
wholly situate upon the defendant’s right of way; that 1t was necessary; 
that it was skillfully constructed, and that it was adequate in its 
capacity to carry the surface water into a natural drain,” which was 
| not flooded except in case of a heavy rainfall; and that it carries. 
(445) off only surface water, that is, the rainfall, and empties it into 

the natural channel into which, by the configuration of the land, 
the rainfall would naturally go if the land was drained. Whether 
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there was an accumulation of water in “Deyvil’s Garden” to such an 
extent that the drawing of it off would inflict damage upon the plaintiff 
is not a question before us. It had heretofore been drained off, and this 
action was not brought on that ground. Since such drawing off of the 
accumulated water, the area of “Devil’s Garden” has been, like any 
other redeemed and drained area, and the defendant’s ditches cut for 
the purposes of its roadbed, it is admitted, only drained the surface 
water which comes down by rainfall thereon, and thence upon the right 
of way, and which is conducted by these ditches into a natural channel. 
It is contended by the defendant that this natural channel (Coburn 
Swamp) is the drainway of thousands of acres, probably over a hun- 
dred thousand, and these ditches only add to it the rainfall of 250 acres, 
part of which already went into said natural channel before the ditches 
were cut (the rest having, therefore, been retained in the pocosin and 
evaporated), and that so infinitesimal an addition to its volume of drain- 
age could not possibly make the channel, by reason of such addition, 
inadequate. It is further contended by the defendant that, by the 
uncontradicted testimony, the natural channel of Coburn Swamp 
was 200 yards wide and 7 or 8 feet deep; that nature had thus furnished 
a channel more than adequate, hence the flow was sluggish and shallow, 
and formed a swamp; that the plaintiff seeing this and wishing to utilize 
a part of the useless bed of the swamp, made an. artificial narrower 
and deeper channel, or canal, within the natural channel or swamp; 
that, while he had a right to do this, and his enterprise should be en- 
- couraged, yet 1t gives him no right to complain that the defendant, by 
better and necessary drainage of its.own land, has made the artificial 
channel inadequate. The defendant asserts that the natural 

channel was big enough, but that it is the plaintifi’s artificial (446) 
channel which is too small. The plaintiff’s contention is equally 

earnest to the contrary of this, and he also insists that by reason of the 
cutting of the rim of “Devil’s Garden,’ much water that heretofore 
collected there from a large area, and which disappeared by way of 
percolation and evaporation, is now thrown into an inadequate water- 
course. The facts are not all admitted or found, and hence we need not 
express any conclusion beyond the general principles above laid down, 
as upon another trial the facts will doubtless be more explicitly found. 


Merrimon, C. J., concurring: I concur in the order of the Court 
directing a new trial, but I cannot concur in all that is said in the 
opinion of the Court. 

It is unquestionably true that a railroad corporation has the right to 
eut through and along its right of way and keep in repair such appro- 
priate ditches, culverts, and appliances as are necessary to carry off the 
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surface water coming upon the right of way to a natural drain or outlet 
adequate to receive it. But it has not the right, by artificial means, to 
collect, divert, and turn such surface water from its natural flow 
or condition through such ditches into a natural stream or outlet not of 
sufficient capacity to receive and carry it off without flooding the lands 
along and adjacent to the banks of such stream to such extent as to 
destroy or seriously impair its usefulness and value; nor has it the 
right to collect, divert, and turn surface water not on its own land from 
land adjacent and near to its right of way into such stream, and so 
flood and injure land situate along and near to the stream. As is said 
in Staton v. R. R., 109 N. C., 337, “A party must submit to the natural 
disadvantages and inconveniences incident to his land, unless he can in 

some lawful way avoid or remove and rid himself of them. But 
(447) he has no right, as a general rule, to rid himself of them by shift- 

ing them, by artificial means, to the land of another, when 
naturally and in the order of things they mene not go upon such land 
or affect it adversely.” 

It seems to me that it would be manifestly subversive of common 
right and justice to allow the owner of land, as of right, to so collect 
and turn the surface water upon or coming upon it into a stream into 
which it: would not naturally go unless by slow percolation through the 
soil, and thus overflow, flood, and destroy the usefulness and value of 
the dana of others situate along such stream. In such case, the party 
thus relieving himself of natural disadvantages incident to his own land 
would do so by practically enlarging the natural capacity of the stream 
to the positive injury of other landowners. He would thus supple- 
ment—enlarge—the natural stream by destroying the value of the land | 
of others; he would do so as certainly and palpably as he would injure 
the land of another adjoining his own if he were to collect all the sur- 
face water on his own land by artificial means and thrust it in a body 
upon the adjoining land. The law does not allow and will not tolerate 
such rank injustice, caused either by direct or indirect means. It will 
not, however, take notice of the increased flow of the natural stream 
caused by such diversion of surface water, unless it is so great as to do 
substantial injury to the lands of persons complaining. The use of 
a natural stream by those entitled to have it must be reasonable—not 
so large as to really change its size and do substantial injury to others. 
In the present case, ‘“Devil’s Garden” is not a watercourse; it 1s 
a low depression in the surface of the earth, having the shape of a 
basin; the water accumulating in it did not flow through “Arden 
Branch” into “Coburn Swamp,” a stream on which the plaintiff’s land is 
situate, except so much of it as sometimes overfiowed its rim. Its 
water seems to have remained stagnant, except as it escaped mainly 
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by evaporation; it did not go into “Coburn Swamp,” gen- (448) 
ally, at all, except, perhaps, to some slight extent by perco- 
lation through the soil. Before the defendant cut its ditches, the 
water of ‘“Devil’s Garden,” it seems, did not swell the flow of ‘“Co- 
burn Swamp” to any considerable extent. The case states that the 
defendant’s ditches, intended to drain its right of way, not only 
drained the latter, but as well turned all the water of “Devil’s Garden” 
into “Coburn Swamp.” The evidence tended to prove that, prior to 
cutting the defendant’s ditches, the current of the swamp was effectual 
as a drainage-way; that afterwards ten times as much water passed 
down the swamp as before, overflowing the stream and the plaintiff’s | 
land, and doing it substantial injury, which did not happen before the 
ditches were cut. 

The defendant had the right, by means of suitable ditches, to drain 
its right of way, and free it of surface water, into the stream called 
“Coburn Swamp,” if the latter was capable of receiving it without 
doing substantial injury to the plaintiff’s land situate near to and 
adjoining that stream; but if that stream was inadequate for such pur- 
‘pose, and the effect of turning the water on the defendant’s right of way 
and of “Devil’s Garden” into it was to cause it to overflow to such an 
extent as to do the plaintiff’s land substantial injury, as alleged, then 
the defendant would be liable to him in damages for such injury. 

It is said this stream was adequate for such purpose. But this does 
not appear. It seems that whether it was or was not was not made a 
question on the trial. The evidence went to prove that the swamp 
where the defendant’s road crosses it was two to three hundred yards 
wide, “with hills on either side 8 or 10 feet high,” but it did not appear 
that the whole swamp made up and constituted the stream—the current 
of running water. A material question in the case, as 1t appears 
from the record, is as to the capacity of the stream to receive the (449) 
water turned into it by the defendant. 

The defendant is on no better footing as to the drainage of its right of 
way than a natural person in like case. There is nothing in its charter 
that purports to give it greater right or advantages in such respect, nor 
is there anything in its nature or purpose that entitles it to have them. 
If its purposes and necessities in the interests of the public require that 
it. shall flood and destroy the usefulness of the land of an individual 
situate at a distance from its right of way, it must obtain authority from 
the Legislature to condemn that land, and pay for it, as it did its 
right of way. It has no right to do injury to a citizen’s land simply 
because it is a railroad corporation. Private property shall not be taken 
for public uses except by the due exercise of the power of eminent 
domain. 
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It may turn out that the plaintiff is not entitled to recover, but it 
does not appear from the record before this Court that the defendant is 
now entitled to judgment, as contended by its counsel. 


Error. 
Par CurraM. 


Cited: Staton v. KR. #., 111 N. C., 278; Fleming v. R. R., 115 N. C., 
695; Parker v. BR. #.,119 N. C., 688; Mizell v. McGowan, 120 N.C., 138; 
Hampton v. &. &., 1b., 589; 8S. v. Perry, 121 N. C., 5385; Parker v. BR. R., 
123 N. C., 73; Hocutt v. R. R., 124 N. C., 219; 8. v. Dewey, 189 N. C., 
561; Sawyer v. Lumber Co., 142 N. C., 162; Briscoe v. Parker, 145 
N.C., 17; S. ov. Khoury, 149 N. C., 457; Roberts v. Baldwin, 151 N. C., 
408; Brown v. Rk. #., 165 N. C., 896; Barciiff v. R. R., 168 N. C., 269; 
Long v. Byrd, 169 N. C., 660; S. v. Jones, 175 N. C., 714. 


J. G. WILSON et au. v. THE CITY OF CHARLOTTE. 


Contract— otice—Water Supoly. 


Where a section in a contract with a water company sets out that it should 
furnish water in the manner there specified, ‘‘when required”: Held, 
(1) that the terms of such requirement should be clear and explicit; (2) 
merely stating to the company’s officer that “it should bring its water up 
to the requirements of the contract, so as to throw water on fires,” is too 
vague, no reference being made to the section making the specification, or 
to its other provisions. 


(450) Apprat from Hoke, J., at August Term, 1891, of Mzoxien- 

BuRG, for rent alleged to be originally due to the waterworks 
company from 1 July, 1887, to 31 December, 1887, and assigned for 
value to the plaintiffs. | 

The city paid rent for water supply up to 1 July, 1887. The only 
sections of the contract necessary to be set out here are the first, second, 
third, sixth, and seventh, which are as follows: 

“1. That they will erect and establish in or near the city of Charlotte, 
N. C., a system of waterworks, with all proper and necessary mains, 
pipes, hydrants, fixtures and appurtenances of every kind, to supply said 
city with pure and wholesome water, fit for domestic purposes, and suffi- 
cient for all purposes hereinafter stipulated for; to be made of the best 
material and constructed in workmanlike manner. The work shall be 
commenced within sixty days after the execution of this agreement, and 
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shall be completed within eight months thereafter; but if the work has 
made reasonable progress, they shall have reasonable time to complete 
the same, in no event to exceed twelve months. And it is further stipu- 
lated that if the contractors shall at any time be restrained from work- 
ing, or be delayed therein, by any injunction or other legal process, or by 
ordinance of the city, the time during which they may be so delayed or 
restrained shall not be counted in estimating said time. 

“2, That they will erect and establish forty fire hydrants; that 1s, 
twenty-five double and fifteen single hydrants, with sixty-five hose open- 
ings, at points not more than 500 feet apart, along their street mains, 
and to furnish at said hydrants all water necessary for all fires, sanitary 
and other public purposes. The city of Charlotte shall have the right — 
to select the streets along which the mains are to be laid, and the places 
said hydrants shall be established along the line of said mains, va 
the limits prescribed. 

“3, That they will, at any time, when so required by the proper (451) 
authorities of the city of Charlotte, erect and establish other fire 
hydrants and furnish thereat all water necessary for fire, sanitary and 
other public purposes. And for such additional hydrants as the city of 
Charlotte may order erected, the same annual rental shall be paid as 
for the forty hydrants herein stipulated for, to wit, $50 each per annum. 

“6, That if the said contractors shall fail at any time after the said 
waterworks are completed to furnish an adequate supply of water for all 
fire, sanitary and other public purposes, as herein stipulated, excepting 
by reason of accidents or injury to machinery and making necessary ~ 
repairs, no rent shall be paid by the city of Charlotte during the time 
of such failure. And if they shall, at any time, for a period of three 
months, continuously fail to give an adequate supply of water for all 
purposes herein enumerated, then this contract shall cease and be at an 
end, 

“7, That they guarantee at all times to furnish, if required, one 
hundred gallons of water per day of twenty-four hours, for each inhabit- 
ant of the city of Charlotte, and a sufficient force or pressure to throw 
from any five of said fire hydrants at one and the same time through 
1-inch nozzles and 50 feet of 214-1nch hose, five streams of water to the 
height of 75 feet.” 

In May, 1887, a new board of aldermen came into office, and the 
usual committees were appointed. John H. McAden being appointed 
chairman of the committee on waterworks. The duties of these several 
committees were prescribed in chapter 9, section 54, of the published 
ordinances, as follows: “The mayor shall appoint from the board of 
aldermen the following standing committees for the preparing and 
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consideration of business for the action of the board, to whom may be 
referred such business as the board may deem appropriate.” 
In May, 1887, McAden notified Fleming, president of the 
(452) waterworks company, that he must comply with his contract, or 
that rents would cease; that he must bring his works up to the 
requirements of the contract, sid so as to throw water on fires. ( Printed 
record, bottom p. 15.) 

MeAden did not expect of Fleming that he should furnish pressure 
as provided in section 7, and did not make his demand in terms of that 
section. He asked a proper supply and service of water in time of fires, 
and the notice was that he must comply with his contract. (Printed 
record, bottom p. 17.) Fleming claimed that he could throw streams 
propided in section 7, and at Fleming’s suggestion tests were made to 
see, and it was aabertaiaed that the company could not, on some of 
the mains. After this notice, given by McAden in May, the city paid 
the rent for the quarter, embracing the month of May, and ending 
1 July. | 

The city continued to use the water all during the time, for which it 
now refuses to pay. 

The following issues were submitted : 

1. Did the waterworks company, during the period from 1 J ae 1887, 
to 1 January, 1888, furnish the city of Charlotte, at all times, an ade- 
quate supply of water for all fire, sanitary and other public purposes, 
as required by the contract (except for accidents and repairs) ? 

9. If not, during what portion and for how much of said time did 
such failure continue 

3. What is due and owing from defendant to plaintitis during said 
time? 

4, Did plaintiffs purchase for value the account sued for at the 
time set out in complaint? 

5. Did defendant, before 1 July, 1887, notify the waterworks com- 
pany that they were required to bring their works to the standard of 
section 7, as to the quantity of water and pressure therein prescribed, 
and at what time was such demand made? | 

6. Did the waterworks company, at any time after completion 

(453) of its plant and before account assigned to plaintiffs, and before 

notice, furnish the city with the amount of water and pressure 
provided for in section 7 of the contract? 

7. What damage did defendant sustain by reason of such failure? 

8. What damages has defendant sustained by such failure from time 
demand made to comply with section 7 to assignment and notice to 
city ? 
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There was much other testimony not necessary to be here set out. 

On the fifth issue the court charged the jury that the burden was on 
defendant, and told them that if the jury should find that Dr. McAden, 
as chairman of the committee on waterworks, and. acting under the 
resolution of the board, described in his evidence, approached Major 
Fleming, as president and manager of the waterworks company, and 
notified him he must make his works comply with the contract—both 
parties talking at the time of the pressure (in section 7, contract), or if 
Dr. McAden, while such chairman of waterworks committee, so ap- 
proached Major Fleming, as president and manager of the waterworks 
company, and made the demand in the language as given by him, and 
made the report of his demand to the board of aldermen, and. same 
was approved by them—-his would be a demand of the company that 
they were expected to comply with section 7, and answer to issue should 
be “Yes.” Plaintiffs excepted. 

The charges and exceptions are not essential to be given. 

There was a verdict for defendant on the issues, and a motion by 
plaintiffs for new trial, which was refused. Plaintiffs appealed. . 


Jones & Trilett (by brief) for plaintiffs. 
G. F. Bason and Burwell & Walker for defendant. 


SHEPHERD, J.: We are of the opinion that the seventh para- (454) 
graph of the contract was not operative until the performance 
of its stipulations was, upon proper notice, expressly required by the 
defendant. We are also of the opinion that the charge of the court 
upon the question of such notice was erroneous, and that the exceptions 
of the plaintiffs in that respect should be sustained. The provision in 
question was construed when this case was before us on a former occa- 
sion (108 N. C., 121), and it was then held that its performance was 
not a condition precedent to the payment of rent, but was the subject of 
an independent covenant, for a breach of which the defendant would be 
entitled to recover damages. It 1s but just, therefore, that the notice to 
put in operation so important a part of the contract, imposing, as it 
does, so serious a liability, should have been clear and explicit. The 
seventh paragraph provides that the water company shall “at all times 
furnish, if required, one hundred gallons of water per day of twenty- 
four hours, for each inhabitant of the city of Charlotte, and a sufficient 
force or pressure to throw from any five of said fire hydrants, at one 
and the same time, through 1-inch nozzles and 50 feet of 244-inch hose, 
five streams of water to the height of 75 feet. 

Tt was in evidence that for a long period the water company had — 
failed to furnish an adequate supply of water, etc., under the general — 


319 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [110 
WHITE v. R. R. 


provisions of the contract, and it is insisted that the notice given by 
Dr. McAden (the only witness of the defendant upon this subject) had 
reference to these alone. It is needless to repeat here the entire testi- 
mony of the witness, except to remark that he stated that the notice given 
by him was that the water company should “bring its water up to the 
requirements of the contract, and so as to throw water on fires.” He 
says nothing about requiring the enforcement of section 7, as to the one 
hundred gallons of water per day and the additional pressure. On the 
contrary, the witness said “I did not expect of Fleming (the 
(455) superintendent) that he should furnish pressure as provided in 
section 7, and did not make any demand in terms of that section. 
I asked a proper supply and service of water in time of fire, and the 
notice was that-he must comply with his contract.” It is true that 
Fleming suggested a test of the five streams as required by section 7, 
but this surely was no direct evidence of an express demand for the per- 
formance of such independent covenant, when the witness McAden 
himself says that he did not expect that such part of the contract should 
be performed. We doubt very much whether there was any sufficient 
evidence of such an explicit notice as is required to put in operation the 
contingent provision of the contract above mentioned. However this 
may be (there was no prayer for instruction upon this point), we 
think that his Honor erred in not permitting the jury to draw their 
own inferences from the testimony, instead of charging them as he did. 
As the case goes back for another trial, and may be presented in a new 
and different aspect, we think it best to refrain from discussing the 
other questions presented in the record. We will remark, however, that 
the provision as to the nonpayment of rent is a valid one, and that if the 
plaintiffs fail to show a performance of the contract during the first 
three months, they cannot recover for that period. As to the succeed- 
ing three months, we are inclined to the opinion that they are entitled to 
recover upon a quantum meruit, the special contract having been de- 
termined, by reason of its own TEAR at the end of the first three 
months. 
New trial. 


(456) 3 
A, B. WHITE v. THE RICHMOND AND DANVILLE RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 


Damages for Injury—Contract—Consideration—Release. 


In an action against a railroad company for failure to comply with its con- 
tract (made in compensation for injuries received) in not’ paying plain- 
tiff for services rendered under such contract, it appeared that plaintiff 
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executed a release for a sufficient consideration covenanting not to sue, 
and discharging defendant from all further lability: Held, to be a sufi- 
cient bar to an action for a balance unpaid for services rendered under 
said contract since the injury was received. 


Appran at February Term, 1891, of Guitrorp, from Boykin, J. 

The plaintiff alleges, in substance, that while he was properly en- 
gaged as servant and conductor of the defendant, he sustained serious 
injuries, and was greatly endamaged by its neglect; that it admitted 
such neglect, and agreed to pay him in discharge of its abilities to him 
in such respect, “$6,000 in money, and retain him in the service of the 
company in some position or place not requiring much bodily activity, 
and one adapted to plaintiff in his condition, as it should turn out to be, 
during his life, at the sum of $70 per month, the same that he was get- 
ting at the time of the injury done, payment to be made at the rate 
aforesaid, from 16 October, 1885, whether he worked or not, and no 
labor to be required except when able”; that the defendant paid him the 
said sum of $6,000, and he continued in its service until it became 
indebted to him in about the sum of $3,430; that of this sum it paid him, 
from time to time, $1,748; that it refuses to pay him the balance so due 
him, and has discharged him from its service, etc. He demands judg- 
ment for this balance, and general relief, ete. | 
- The defendant admits that it agreed to pay the plaintiff $6,000, 
and alleges that it paid the same to him; but it denies that it (457) 
owes him anything, or that it agreed to retain him in its service 
at the price of $70 per month for the term of his life, or at all. It fur- 
ther alleges that the plaintiff executed to it his release, acquittance, and 
discharge of liability to him on account of his said injuries, whereof 
the following is a copy: 


$6,000. | | 

Know all men by these presents, that 1, A. B. White, of the city of 
Greensboro, N. C., for and in consideration of the sum of $6,000 to me 
in hand paid, the receipt whereof is hereby acknowledged, do hereby 
release the Richmond and Danville Railroad Company and the North 
Carolina Railroad Company, its lessor, from all claims upon them for 
damages received by me by a collision which occurred near the Yadkin 
River, about 19 August, 1884, and covenant with them that I will not 
sue them, or either of them, for damages received in said collision. 

That by this instrument I hereby release said companies from any 
further liability or care of me on account of said accident. 

Witness my hand and seal, this 26 October, 1885. 
| A. B. Wuitz, [sear] 
Witness: R. L. VERNON. | | 
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The plaintiff nid reply to the answer, among other things, as 
follows: | 
“And the plaintiff showeth that on 24 October, 1885, when the instru- 
ment pleaded as a bar was executed, the $6,000 was paid and the paper- 
writing set up as a release was piven to have, and intended to have, and 
had only the operation in law to bar the action as to the money con- 

sideration, leaving the cause of action now sued on a distinct 
(458) causé of action, not within said money consideration and unaf- 
fected by said paper-writing.” | 

As a further reply to the defense of release set up in the defendant’s 
sixth paragraph of its answer, the plaintiff showeth— 

“1. That the defendant by its agent agreed with the plaintiff on an 
adjustment of the injury sustained by the plaintiff from the collision 
by and through the negligence of the defendant by the payment of 
$6,000 for the plaintiff’s bodily injury, and the retention of the plaintiff 
in defendant’s service for life at the same wages he was receiving before 
the injury was sustained, to wit, $70 per month; and when said paper, 
which is now pleaded as a release, was executed it was understood to 
cover and discharge from the money consideration only, and was then 
and there expressly mentioned and agreed as having nothing to do with 
the contract of lifetime employment aforesaid; and the plaintiff show- 
eth that the said paper pleaded in bar not only was so understood as not 
interfering with the distinct contract of retention of plaintiff in the 
service of the company as aforesaid, but in point of fact and in law it 
had not such interference as plaintiff alleges; but if it be construed to 
the contrary, then plaintiff insists that said release be set aside and 
held inoperative pro tanto the present action and the plaintiff allowed 
to recover, notwithstanding said paper-writing; the same was given on 
the understanding and agreement that the same was not to extend to 
and did not extend to the distinct contract of life employment aforesaid, 
and if of meaning in law to the contrary, it was so expressed uninten- 
tionally and by mistake.” 

The following issues were submitted to the jury: 

1. Was it a part.of the agreement between plaintiff and defendant 
that defendant would retain plaintiff in its service for life at $70 per 
month ? 

- 2. Was said part of the agreement intended to be covered and 
(459) effected by the deed of release pleaded by the defendant? 
8. What damages has plaintiff sustained by defendant’s failure 
to keep and perform said contract of continued employment? 

After the evidence had all been received and the argument of counsel 
begun, “the judge presiding stopped the counsel and intimated that the 
paper pleaded as a release did include and bar the plaintiff’s present 
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action, and further intimated that, under the pleadings, the evidence 
adduced for the correction and reformation of the release was not suf- 
ficient to authorize the submission of the second issue to the jury. And 
thereupon he directed the jury to ane all the issues in favor of the 
defendant. 

“And, in accordance with the said the court adjudged that the 
plaintiff take nothing by his said action, and that the defendant recover 
its costs, to be taxed by the clerk.” 

The plaintiff assigned error as follows, and appealed to this Court: 

1. In that the court, as a question of law, in the course of the trial, 
after all the evidence was in, ruled that the release pleaded by the 
defendant was a release of the present cause of action, and barred the 
action therefor. 

2. In that upon the face of the paper pleaded as a release, to say the 
least of it, its extent and scope was equivocal, and the jury should have 
been allowed to pass on the question whether the cause of action sued 
on was designed and intended to be affected by the release. 

3. In that, upon the evidence adduced, the release was in part execu- 
tion of a contract of adjustment previously made, with which both 
parties meant to abide by and perform, and it was error to take the 
ease from the jury and not allow them to respond to ae second issue. 

Motion for new trial overruled. 


L. M. Scott for plaintsff. | (460) 
D, Schenck and F. H.‘Busbee for defendant. 


Merrimon, ©. J.: The very broad and comprehensive purpose of 
the release of the plaintiff relied upon by the defendant, as this appears 
from its face, is too manifest to admit of any serlous question. The 
release recites in plain, explicit terms that in consideration of $6,000 
(no other consideration is expressed or suggested by implication) paid 
to the plaintiff, he releases the defendant and “its lessor from all claims 
upon them for damages received by the plaintiff at the place and time 
specified,” and he covenants that he “will not sue them, or either of 
them, for damages received in said collision.” Cautiously, and on pur- 
pose, it seems, he further covenants that he releases the defendant “from 
any further liability or care of me (himself) on account ‘of said acci- 
dent.” The purpose to discharge the defendant from all lability, and | 
the consideration paid for the release, could scarcely be more clearly 
expressed, 

It is insisted, however, that the plaintiff does not sue to recover dam- 
ages for the injuries he sustained, but the unpaid compensation due to | 
him which the defendant promised and agreed to rPey him as part, and 
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a substantial part, of the consideration of the release. This claim can- 
not be sustained, because the contract whereby the plaintiff was to 
receive from the defendant compensation for his injuries sustained, and 
by which he was to release and acquit the defendant on account of the 
same, purports to be wholly embraced in the acquittance relied upon 
by the defendant. It recites and declares that the consideration of such 
release was $6,000. It is not said or intimated that this was not the — 
whole consideration. Indeed, to cut off any possible inference or con- 
tention to the contrary, the plaintiff expressly covenants therein that he 
thereby releases “said company from any further hability or care of me 

(himself) on account of said accident.” It would be singular, 
(461) indeed, not to mention so unusual and important a part of the 

consideration as that which the plaintiff contends was omitted 
by mere mistake. In the nature of the matter, it was appropriate and 
orderly fo specify the whole consideration. The language employed was 
appropriate and apt for that purpose, and in the absence of any provi- 
sion or implication in the release to the contrary, it must be taken that 
it does. It, by its terms and effect, concludes the plaintiff, and he can- 
not be allowed to allege that there was other and further consideration 
for it than therein expressed. The parties made it written evidence of 
their settlement, and they must abide by it, unless, in some appropriate 
way and for sufficient cause, it shall be made to appear that it does not 
express truly the contract of settlement it purports to embody, and be 
evidence of, as expressed therein. 

The plaintiff alleges that the release “was given on the understanding » 
and agreement that-the same was not to extend to, and did not extend 
to, the distinct contract of hfe employment aforesaid, and if of meaning 
in law to the contrary, it was so expressed unintentionally and by mis- 
take.” He does not allege mutual mistake of the parties to it, nor does 
he allege facts and circumstances that give rise to the presumption that 
its execution was induced by some undue influence, misapprehension, 
imposition, mental imbecility, surprise, confidence abused, or fraud of 
the defendant, or the like. He simply alleges that it was executed by 
mistake. It is clear that the mere mistake of one party to a contract 
will not entitle him to relief. He must allege and prove his mis- 
take, and, in that connection, surprise, undue influence, misappre- | 
hension, imposition, fraud, or the like cause, which gave rise to and 
occasioned such mistake. Crowder v. Langdon, 38 N. C., 476; Briant 
v. Corpening, 62 N. C., 325; Day v. Day, 84 N. O., 408; McMinn v. 
Patton, 92 N. C., 371; ‘Sandlin v. Ward, 94 N. C,, 490; orneaay v. 
Everett, 99 N. C., 34; Moffitt v. Maness, 102 N. G., 457: Harding v. 

Long, 108 N. ©C., 1; Bean v. BR. B., 107 N. C,, 731; Smith’s M. 
(462) Eq., 45. 
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The plaintiff insists that there is error in that the court de- 
clined to submit the evidence of mistake to the jury. We do not think 
so, because there was the simple allegation of mistake, and the absence 
of allegation that it was occasioned by surprise, misapprehension, fraud, 
or the like. The evidence of the plaintiff alone tended to prove no 
more than mistake—not facts that entitled him to have the release cor- 
rected if there had been sufficient allegations in the pleadings on his 
part. There was neither allegation nor evidence that could have en- 
titled him to the relief demanded. The court was, therefore, warranted 
in. its refusal to treat the evidence as sufficient, in any view of it, to go 
to the jury. 

No error. 


Cited: Jeffries v. R. R.,127 N. C., 383; Jones v. Warren, 184 N. C., 
394. | 


E. J. PIPKIN, Guarpian, v. J. A. GREEN, SHERIFF oF HARNETT Country. 


Motion of appellee to dismiss. 


E. C. Smith for appellee. 


No counsel contra. 


Per Curtam: This case was tried at November Term, 1890. It 
should have stood for argument here at Spring Term, 1891. In August, 
1891, the appellant agreed to take no advantage of appellee’s delay till 
then to serve a countercase. But this did not release appellant from 
the duty of docketing case here at Fall Term, 1891. The case, however, 
was not docketed till February Term, 1892; nor is it printed. The 
motion to dismiss should be allowed. In re Berry, 107 N. C., 326; 
Hinton v. Pritchard, 108 N. C., 412; Johnston v. Whitehead, 109 N. C., 
207. | | | 
Appeal dismissed. 


Cited: S. c., 112 N. ©, 335. 
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(463) : 
*GEORGE L. PHIFER v. B, A. BERRY Er At. 


Oreditors—A dministration—Statute of Limitations—Assets. 


When the creditors of an estate promptly reduced their claims to judgments 
against the administrator, who has still assets in his hands, and whose 
administration is still unsettled, the assets are held by him in trust for 
the creditors, and the statute of limitations does not run. 


SPECIAL PROCEEDING, begun before the clerk by summons issued 19 
November, 1890, by the next of kin and heirs at law of C. M. Avery 
against a personal representative, B, A. Berry, for an account and 
settlement of said estate, and to recover their share of the fund in his 
hands, which plaintiffs contended arose from the sale of lands of C. M. 
Avery by said administrator. 

Upon the hearing before the clerk on 23 December, 1890, the said 
clerk ordered an account and referred the cause to W. 8. Pearson as 
referee to take and state the same. On appeal of defendant from said 
order, the judge of the district affirmed the said order. 

This case was referred to Pearson with direction to take and state the 
account after advertisement for creditors, who presented their claims. 
Plaintiffs filed replications, and pleaded the statutes of presumptions 
and limitations to said claims. It appeared that a portion of the fund 
in the hands of the administrator was proceeds of real estate. C. M. 
Avery died in 1864, and A. C. Avery was appointed his administrator 
in 1866.. The present administrator de bonis non was appointed and 
qualified in 1870. 

The following findings of the re tidise with the other facts appeotne: 
are sufficient for the proper understanding of this case: 
| That the estate of C. M. Avery, after the sale of thé real 
(464) estate by defendant administrator and the collection of all debts 

due the estate, which, on the proma facie showing made by the 
administrator Berry, were presumed to be collectible, was, and to the 
present time continues to be, insolvent; that there are now outstanding 
claims against the estate of C. M. Avery reduced to judgments against 
the former and present personal representatives more than sufficient in 
amount to absorb the fund now in the hands of the administrator 
de bonis non or which would be in his hands were the contention of the 
plaintiffs conceded; that since 27 August, 1884, he was properly charge- 
able with $503.74 and interest thereon at 6 per cent, less cost of actual 
returns to the clerk since; that all of the judgments now unpaid and 
outstanding against the defendant administrator are of more than ten 
years standing on the docket of Burke Superior Court. The other facts 
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in the case appear from the judgments following, and from the opinion 
of the court: 

“This cause coming on to be heard before me at chambers in May, 
1891, on appeal from Superior Court, Burke County, and it appearing 
to the court that there is a fund in the hands of defendant administra- 
tor, claimed by the plaintiffs as heirs at law and distributees of C. M. 
Avery, deceased, and also claimed by the creditors of said estate; and it 
appearing that the claims of said creditors have been reduced to judg- 
ments for more than ten years before this action brought, and the 
greater portion, including a judgment quando, in favor of Harshaw’s 
executors, have been reduced to judgment for more than twenty years 
before this action was commenced, and that more than ten years have 
passed since any payment or recognition has been made on these debts 
by the defendant administrator, or other person authorized or em- 
powered to make any acknowledgment or payment thereon; and it fur- 
ther appearing that. the plaintiffs have only pleaded the statutes of 
limitations and presumptions to said claim, it is considered and ad- 
judged. that the plaintiffs are entitled to plead said statutes to 
protect funds in hands of administrator, and that after suit com- (465) 
menced and decree to account had in the cause, the power of the 
executor or administrator to make the plea was no longer exclusive, and 
that the claims of said creditors to the fund is barred by said statutes of 
limitations and presumptions, and that plaintiffs are entitled to re- 
cover of the defendant administrator the amount in, Ais hands, to be 
ascertained on final account. 

“2. That said administrator is chargeable with the commissions 
allowed which were in excess of the statutory limit, and with interest 
thereon fromthe time said excess was allowed him. 

“3, That the administrator is not chargeable with interest on the 
funds remaining in his hands, the account being unsettled and un- 
known, and it not appearing that defendant used the money, or realized 
any interest therefrom. 

“4, That the costs be paid out of the fund. 

“5. That payments made by the administrator on valid claims prior 
to the commencement of this action be allowed as valid vouchers to 
the administrator. 

“6. That.a reasonable counsel fee be allowed the attorney of the 
defendant Berry for advice and services, and same to be paid out of 
the fund. 

“7. That the ee of the Superior Court of Burke County shall enter 
up judgment in conformity to this decision, and make such further 
orders and decrees as may be in accordance with law and the course and 
practice of the court.” 
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J.T. Perkins for plaintiff. 
S. J. Ervin for defendant. 


DEFENDANT'S APPEAL. 


(466)  SueEpHeErRp, J.: As this action is governed by the former law, 

and no good purpose is to be subserved by an elaborate discus- 
sion of the questions involved (all of which have been settled by pre- 
vious decisions), we will simply announce the conclusion we have 
reached after a careful examination of the record. The creditors 
promptly reduced their claims to judgments against the personal rep- 
resentatives, and as the estate has never been settled (the last annual 
returns having been filed in 1890), we are of opinion that the assets in 
the hands of the administrator are held by him in trust for the said 
creditors, to be applied by him in satisfaction of their judgments, less 
the costs of administration, etc. The trust has never been closed, and 
the statute of lmitations provided in the Code of Civil Procedure is 
inapplicable to this case. In this respect the judgment of his Honor is 
reversed; in all other respects it is affirmed. 


PLAINTIFF'S APPEAL. 


SHEPHERD, J.: The questions presented are disposed of by what we 
have said in the defendant’s appeal. 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Edwards v. Lemmond, 186 N. C., 3381; Brown v. Wilson, 
174 N. ‘Os 670. 


MOSES WILLIAMS v. THE RICHMOND AND DANVILLE RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 


Excusable Neglect—Judgment, When Set Aside. 


Upon the facts found by the court (which are set out in the report of the 
case), there was such excusable neglect as warranted the trial court in 
setting aside the judgment. 


CLARK, J., dissenting, 


(467) Morton to set aside and vacate the judgment rendered at 
Dupirn, August Term, 1891, before Boykin, J. 

The court found the following facts: The summons was served 

7 July on the station agent at Goldsboro, and by him duly forwarded to 
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the headquarters of the company at Atlanta, according to regulations; 
by the managing officer delivered to the general Southern counsel, and 
by them, on 18 July, 1891, all the papers were sent to David Schenck, 
the counsel of the North Carolina Division; that by mistake the papers 
were sent to Mr. Cothran, the counsel for the South Carolina Division, 
along with papers in two other cases. On 20 July, fifteen days before 
court met, Mr. Cothran sent the papers to Mr. Schenck, but by some 
mischance the papers were not received by Mr. Schenck until the night 
of 4 August; that these papers were sent by railway mail, a method of 
transmission of papers and letters through baggage-masters universally 
adopted by this and other railroads, and usually safe and reliable; that 
Mr. Schenck was sick when the papers were received, but on the next 
day sent the papers to F. H. Busbee, who was an attorney, resident in 
Raleigh, N. C., having charge of the business of the Richmond and 
Danville Railroad in Eastern North Carolina, including Duplin 
County; that Mr. Busbee had left Raleigh, by the advice of a physician, 
the day the papers were sent, 5 August, and did not receive them; that 
if he had been in Raleigh on 5 August, he could not have reached Duplin 
court by 6 August, at noon; that as soon as the fact of Mr. Busbee’s 
absence was communicated to Mr. Schenck by wire, he telegraphed Mr. 
I. F. Dortch, local attorney of the company at Goldsboro, to repair to 
Duplin court, but the court had adjourned the same day the message 
was received. 

Upon these facts, the court adjudged that the default was occasioned 
by unavoidable accident and ordered that the judgment by de- 
fault be vacated, and that the defendant be allowed to file an (468) 
answer or demur. 

Plaintiff appealed. 

Upon the call of the case in the Supreme Court, counsel of the parties 
agreed as follows: 

“Tt is agreed that the judge jn the court below did not base his ruling, 
setting aside the judgment rendered at August Term, 1891, upon his 
discretion, and that upon the facts found he held as a matter of law 
that the defendant was entitled to have the judgment set aside; but this 
agreement is not to be construed as an admission by defendant that if 
the matter was wholly within the discretion of the judge, such disere- 
tion was not exercised in favor of defendant. ‘It is also agreed that 
upon the hearing of said motion the defendant filed affidavits in which 
it was alleged that the defendant was not negligent, and that the plain- 
tiff was guilty of contributory negligence.” 


W. R. Allen and W. J. Peele for plaintiff. 
F,. H. Busbee for defendant. 
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Per Curiam: Taking all of the circumstances into consideration, we 
think that the ruling of his Honor was correct, and should be affirmed. 


Avzry, J., concurring: The question upon which the correctness of 
the judgment rendered in this case hinges is not whether the agents of 
the defendant company exercised due diligence in transmitting the notice 
of the institution of the suit of its local attorney. It 1s conceded that if 
we apply the rule laid down in Finlayson v. Accident Co., 109 N. C.,, 
196, and which marks the extreme limit to which this Court has gone in 
defining negligence on the part of suitors, the defendant’s agents were 

guilty of such laches that the company would not have been 
(469) deemed excusable if Mr. Dortch had, in fact, received his notice 
_ to repair to Duplin court, too late. But if he had received no- 
tice of the pendency of the action within two days after the service of 
summons, or twenty-eight days before the term began, and had, never- 
theless, remained at his office (in an adjoining county, from which. he 
could reach Kenansville, where the court ‘was being held, in a few hours) 
until Thursday of the first week of the term, and being ready to take 
the train of that afternoon, received information that the court had 
adjourned at 12 m., after rendering judgment by default against his 
client, the very same question would have confronted us that we are 
now calcd upon to decide. 

The attorney had notice on Thursday, and would have been in 
attendance on the court if it had continued in session the whole day. 
The law permitted the plaintiff, if his complaint was prepared thirty 
days before the beginning of the term, to withhold it from the files of 
the court till the first Wednesday night of the term at midnight, or the 
last moment of the first three days. The practice for many years after 
the introduction of the new Code in 1868 was to allow the defendant 
till 12 o’clock of the last night of the term to answer; but the rule was 
first questioned in Warren v. Harvey, 92 N. C., 137, and since that 
time it has become the established practice to call the summons docket 
when the court is on the eve of adjournment, and enter judgment final 
or by default, according to the nature of the case, where the plaintiff 
has filed a complaint and there is no appearance for the defendant. 

If counsel for defendant had gone to Kenansville on Wednesday, he 
could not have calculated on having an opportunity to examine the 
- eomplaint till the hour when the court was opened, 9 o’clock or 10 o’clock | 
a.m. on Thursday. So that he could not by extreme diligence have 
gained access to the record for more than two to three hours for the 
purpose. of answering a complaint which the plaintiff had had thirty- 

three days, in this particular instance, to consider, and which, in | 
(470) any case, he would have been allowed thirteen days at least to 
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prepare. Had Mr. Dortch been present, therefore, it is altogether 
probable that he would have appealed to the court to give further 
time to present his defense, after due deliberation and examination of 
authorities, and it is almost certain that a judge would have granted the 
request unless it appeared to have been preferred merely for the purpose 
of delay. Had. he refused a motion for further time to make a meri- 
torious defense, his ruling would have been, to say the least of it, an 
extremely rigid exercise of the discretion with which he was clothed by © 
the statute. | 

The judge, in passing upon the motion to set aside the judgment, did 
not maintain that no discretion was allowed him by law, nor did he 
(admitting that it was vested in him) refuse, to the prejudice of the 
mover, to exercise it. On the contrary, he said, in effect: “I have dis- 
cretlonary power to grant or refuse the motion, but out. of abundant 
_ fairness to the plaintiff, I wish to give him the opportunity of appeal- 
ing from a ruling on the question of law really involved in the legal 
exercise of the power by holding that, upon the facts found by me, the 
failure on the part of the company to have an attorney at the court 
before the adjournment on Thursday was excusable neglect.” While 
the granting or refusing of the motion upon the facts found, nothing 
more appearing, would not have been reviewable, yet, if the judge 
really allowed it because he thought excusable neglect had been 
shown, he had a right, waiving his discretion, to rest his ruling upon > 
the true ground and to let this Court determine, as it always may do, 
whether a legal reason was given for the exercise of an unquestioned 
discretion. In Rew v. Peters, 1 Burr., 270, Lord Mansfield said that 
discretion was “another word for arbitrary will,” but declared that it 
was (as Lork Coke had said) discernere per legem quid sit justum. 
Judges v. People, 18 Wend., 99; Platt v. Munroe, 34 Barb., 293. 

This Court has repeatedly held that where a judge was gov- (471) 
erned, in passing upon a matter entirely within his discretion, by 
an erroneous view of the law, the party injured by the mistake 
might, on appeal, have his judgment set aside. The appellate Court 
must determine, upon an admitted state of facts, whether there was 
excusable neglect on the part of a litigant in the conduct of an action, 
just as it must decide whether, according to an undisputed finding of 
facts, a party has shown such diligence as to save him from liability in 
an action brought to recover for negligence. The present Chief Jus- 
tice, in Foley v. Blank, 92 N. C., 478, said: “This Court has authority 
to determine what constitutes mistake, inadvertence, surprise, or excus- 
able neglect under The Code, sec. 274; but it has no authority to review 
or interfere with the discretion exercised by the judges of the Superior 
Court under that section.” If the judge had granted or refused the 
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motion without assigning a reason for his action, it would have been 
final; but when he said, in effect, “I grant the motion because, in law, 
the facts found by me constitute excusable neglect or surprise,” then 
the appellate Court is called upon to say whether he was misled by an 
erroneous view of the law in the exercise of his authority, and, if he 
was in error, to send the case back so that it may be acted upon again; 
but if his view of the law was correct, his judgment must be affirmed. 
In the case last cited, this Court held that when a judge “does not state 
the ground upon which he founded his order setting aside the judg- 
ment, . . . if, in any respect of the motion before him, his action 
can be upheld, it must be done,” thus clearly contemplating the possi- 
bility that a judge might, at any time, state the grounds upon which he 
rested his ruling that a given state of facts constituted excusable negli- 
gence. In that case, looking at the most favorable aspect of the evi- 
dence, the court held that a judgment was properly set aside where the 
defendant filed his answer on Saturday of the second week of the term, 

after the judge had left on Friday before, without formally ad- 
(472) journing the court. The facts before us constitute a much 

stronger case than was presented, by any view of the evidence, 
in Foley v. Blank. 7 

A party who came into court on . Thur sday with an attorney ready to 
answer a complaint that the plaintiff was not required to file till 12 
o’clock the previous night, exhibited such diligence as the circumstances 
required. It must be remembered that the effect of the decision of this 
Court is to strike out a judgment rendered under a technical rule, and 
allow the defendant to answer, so that the case may be tried hereafter by 
‘a jury upon its merits. If, therefore, the court has done more than 
justice to a corporation, an impartial jury of the country can be trusted, 
with the aid of a judge to apply the law to the facts and determine 
whether the plaintiff is entitled to recover at all, as well as fix the 
amount of damage, if any, that shall be awarded. 

I am unable to perceive how a grievous wrong can be done to the 
plaintiff by leaving the merits of his cause to be reached by the ancient 
method of trial by a jury of the country. I think that where counsel 
is employed at all, and 1s ready to answer for a defendant, on the 
fourth day of the term, a complaint which the law has allowed a plain- 
tiff thirty-three days to prepare, it is not inequitable to strike out a 
judgment by default entered within three hours after the defendant’s 
attorney could reasonably expect, by the utmost diligence, to have an 
opportunity to examine the complaint and know how to prepare his 
defense. The law does not expect or require a defendant to know intui- 
tively what the cause of action is, or how to answer immediately on 
reading the summons. I do not think that it was intended that a de- 
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fendant with his attorney should be required to leave other engage- 
ments and sit in a courtroom to await the pleasure of counsel on the 
other side, who will be held to have shown sufficient diligence if he 
arrives at the courthouse on the third night of the term. If it is 
equitable and lawful to allow this case,.under all the circum- (473) 
stances, to be tried in the usual way, on its merits, it seems to 

me that the court may venture to do justice, though the relief is granted 
to a corporation. This Court can know judicjally no more of the 
capacity of this particular corporation to employ counsel than it knows 
of the financial status of a citizen. 

The right to relief against a judgment under a technical rule of prac- 
tice must not be made to depend solely upon the movements of the sand 
in the hour-glass, or the uncertain progress of the judge in disposing of 
the docket, but upon sound principles of equity and justice. Where 
there is doubt as to the proper method of disposing of such an apphea- 
tion, it is always safe, when it can be done without violating the law, to 
have an action tried upon its merits, rather than determined upon a 
technicality. , 


Merrmon, ©. J., concurring: This is a motion to set aside a 
judgment against the defendant through surprise and excusable neglect, 
in the Superior Court of Duplin County. It appears that the return 
term began on Monday, 3 August, 1891, and the court adjourned on 
Thursday next thereafter, it being the 6th. The plaintiff filed his com- 
plaint and obtained judgment by default and inquiry for want of an 
answer, before the court adjourned. The defendant intended to make 
defense, and took steps to that end, but its counsel failed to reach the 
court at the return term. He was instructed by telegram, on the day 
the court adjourned, to attend and appear for the defendant. Subse- 
quently, In apt time, it moved to set the judgment aside for surprise 
and excusable neglect. The court heard the motion upon affidavits, 


_ found the facts, and that “the default was occasioned by unavoidable 


accident,” and allowed the motion, upon the ground that the defendant, 
as a matter of law, was entitled to ‘have the judgment set aside; it 

did not allow the motion in the exercise of its discretion. The (474) 
plaintiff excepted, and appealed to this Court. 

The exercise of his discretion by a judge of the Superior Court in 
relieving a party from a judgment taken against him, “through his 
raistake, inadvertence, surprise, or excusable neglect,” is not reviewable 
in this Court. The statute (The Code, sec. 274) expressly invests the 
judge with discretionary power in such respects. But when he allows 
a motion to set aside a judgment upon a state of facts found by him 
that in no legal view of them constitute “mistake, inadvertence, sur- 
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prise, or excusable neglect,” or when he refuses to allow such motion 
upon the ground that the facts do not constitute such cause, this Court 
may review the question of law as to whether the facts, in some view 
of them, do or do not constitute such cause, and leave the judge to exer- 
cise his discretion as allowed by the statute. If it appears in this Court 
that such cause existed, and the judge, in the exercise of his discretion, 
' allowed the motion to set the judgment aside, the order, in that respect, 
will be affirmed. If, however, it appears that, in no view of the facts, 
such cause existed, and he allowed the motion, the order allowing the 
same will be reversed. If he finds the facts, and allows such motion 
simply because such cause does or does not exist as a matter of law, 
and not in the exercise of his discretion, the order will be set aside, 
and he will be directed to allow or disallow the motion, in his discretion. 
The statute intends that the judge, seeing all the facts and circumstances 
pertinent, and considering the merits of the motion, shall allow or dis- 
allow it in the just exercise of his discretion. He is better qualified 
to determine its merits than this Court, and, besides, such motions should 
be disposed of promptly. Branch v. Walker, 92 N. C., 87; Foley 
v. Blank, 92 N. C., 476; Taylor v. Pope, 106 N. C., 267; Skinner 
v. Terry, 107 N. C., "103; Albertson v. Terry, 108 N. C., 75; Finlayson 
v. Accident ae 109 N. C., 196. 
(475) In case of appeal in oe like this, the judge should always 
decide that there was or was not “mistake, inadvertence, surprise, 
or excusable neglect,” so that this Court might review his decision in 
that respect. It would be error if he declined to do so. The com-— 
plaining party has the right to have that question decided, and after- 
wards reviewed. here. 

In this case the findings of fact are not so full as they should be to 
enable us to decide that. there was surprise or excusable neglect. It 
seems there was surprise. The plaintiff had the first three days of the 
term.to file his complaint, and the defendant might have filed its answer 
at any time during the term, as it appears it intended to do; but the 
court adjourned on Thursday of the week, the day, it seems, the counsel 
of the defendant intended to attend and appear for it. He may have 
been surprised by the adjournment of the court at so early a day of the 
week. Granting, for the present purpose, that there was “surprise or 
excusable neglect,” the judge decided, as a matter of law, that the 
defendant was entitled to have the judgment set aside, and he did not 
exercise his discretion at all, as he should have done. ‘ If he had done | 
so, it may be that he would have declined to allow the motion; he 
might have been of opinion that the motion was unimportant, and that 
it would not promote the ends of justice to allow it; he might have 
thought otherwise; but in any case, he should. have allowed or dis- 
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allowed the motion’ in his discretion, and not upon the simple ground 
that the defendant had the legal cht to have it allowed. 


Cruark, d., dissenting: This was a motion to set aside a judgment 

for excusable neglect. An agreement of counsel is filed, and thereby 
made a part of the case on appeal, which recites that the judge did not 
base his ruling upon his discretion, but held, as a matter of law upon 
the facts found, that the defendant was antifled to have the judgment 
set aside. From the facts found, it appears that the summons 
was served on the defendant at Goldsboro on 7 July, returnable (476) 
to Duplin court, which began 3 August; that on Tuesday, 
4 August, the complaint was filed; that the court. adjourned in the 
afternoon of Thursday, 6 August; that no answer having been filed, 
a judgment by default and inquiry was entered; that the defendant 
did not select a counsel to represent it at such court till that very day, 
and then chose one fifty miles away, instead of some lawyer in the 
county or at the court, who, if selected, even at that late day, could 
have been reached and instructed by telegraph. It is hard to see how 
it could be held, as a matter of law, that this entitled defendant to have 
the judgment set aside. 

The law requies the summons to be served ten days before court, to 
give the party time to employ counsel and instruct him as to his defense. 
This defendant was served twenty-six days before court met, and thirty 
days before the judgment was taken. If its agents were negligent in 
securing counsel, that has been always held by this Court to be the 
negligence of the defendant. Finlayson v. Accident Assn., 109 N. C.,, 
196, and cases there cited. It appears in “the facts found” that the 
agent on whom the summons was served at Goldsboro on 7 July sent it 
to another agent (as required by defendant’s “regulations” in such 
cases) at Atlanta, Georgia; that the head agent there delivered it to 
another general agent in that place, who, after a delay (not attempted 
to be accounted for) of ten days, sent it on 18 July to another repre- 
sentative of the defendant at Greensboro, who, by mistake (whether 
excusable or not is not explained), sent the papers—it does not appear 
that there was anything more than the simple summons—to another 
general agent in South Carolina; that by this latter, on 20 July, the 
papers were sent back to the company’s representative at Greensboro, 
but by “some mischance” (as to which general expression no 
facts are found) they were not delivered till 4 August, though (477) | 
it is found that the transmission was not by United States 
mail, but by the hands of another agent of the defendant. It is 
stated that, bone sick that day, the representative of the company on 
the next day, 5 August, sent the papers to another general representa- 
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tive living in Raleigh. It does not appear whether the latter was to 
act as counsel, or was another supervising agent to select counsel; but 
however that may be, he was not in Raleigh, and the telegraph being 
then first resorted to by still another agent, the general representative 
at Greensboro is advised of such fact. And then, some time on Thurs- 
day, 6 August, after the adjournment of court (for it is found as a fact 
“the court had adjourned the same day’), counsel for the first time is 
asked to appear, and he is not at the county-seat where the case is 
pending, but 50 miles away. During the thirty days which had elapsed 
since service of process, the matter had been in the hands of nine differ- 
ent agents of the defendant that we know of, and at last the counsel 
selected was the regular counsel of the defendant in the same town of 
Goldsboro in which the summons had been served a month before. That 
some of these general. agents were gentlemen of high distinction and 
lawyers of eminent ability did not, in my judgment, justify the court 
below in holding, “as a matter of law,” that nelther they nor any of 
the other numerous agents had not been guilty of inexcusable negl:- 
gence. 

The simple summons, giving notice that the defendant should appear 
and answer the complaint of the plaintiff, which would be filed on the 
first three days of Duplin Superior Court, which would begin on 3 
August, and in default thereof that this very judgment, by default, 
would be taken, had been served in Goldsboro, had been sent “by regula- 
tions” of the defendant from one of its agents to another through three 
states, from point to point, from office to office, with no legal explana- 

tion of a single day’s delay, and we are asked to say, as a matter 
(478) of law, that such negligence was excusable. That some of these 

agents were counsel (if the negligence was indeed theirs, and 
not that of some other of the agents who had the handling of this docu- 
ment) does not alter the fact that the negligence of a lawyer, who is 
not to appear in the cause himself, but is to employ other counsel, is the 
negligence of an agent pro hac vice, and that his neglect is the neglect 
of the defendant. The Court so held at last term in Finlayson v. Acci- 
dent Assn., 109 N. C., 196, and that case cites several precedents in this 
Court to the same effect. The ten days delay of the summons in At- 
lanta, Georgia, from 8 July to 18, is prima facie neglect, and no facts 
are found to excuse it. If the other twenty days are accounted for, 
there would still be inexcusable neglect. That the defendant’s agent in 
South Carolina chose to send the papers by another agent of the com- 
pany to its general representative in Greensboro, on 20 July, and that 
they were not received there till 4 August, “by some mischance,” is 
prima facie negligence, at least of the intermediary agent, and being 
unaccounted for, and no inquiry made for the missing paper, it 1s diffi- 
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cult to see how, as a matter of law, it can be held that the defendant 
was not liable for such neglect of its agent. Churchill v. Ins. Co., 92 
N. C., 485; Boing v. R. R., 88 N. C., 62. Again, when the papers were 
received by the defendant’s representative at Greensboro on 4 August, 
he knew from the face of the summons itself that Duplin court had then 
been in session two days. He wrote a letter to the representative in 
Raleigh, who, being a prominent lawyer in large practice, could not 
be expected to be always at home. ‘Use of the telegraph instead of the 
mail would have brought that information, and a telegram to the 
counsel finally employed at Goldsboro could have been sent Wednesday 
morning in full time for counsel to have attended, if, indeed, the court 
being in session, the telegram, in view of previous delays, should not 
have been sent direct, on Wednesday, to some counsel in Duplin. 

Such counsel could have been instructed by telegraph as to the (479) 
answer, or the defendant could, at least, have shown diligence 

by laying the facts before the court and applying for time. The fail- 
ure, under the circumstances, to use the telegraph was inexcusable 
neglect. Bradford v. Coit, 77 N. C., 72; Finlayson v. Accident Assn., 
supra. The court was a one week’s term. The complaint was filed on 
Tuesday. The answer certainly could have been filed before adjourn- 
ment on Thursday, which was no “surprise,” and not unusual in prac- 
tice. To hold such adjournment to be “legal surprise” would render 
judgments by default invalid in all cases except where the court has 
business to occupy it the full term. There can be no pretense that there 
was not ample time in which to file the answer, as could legally have 
been done at any moment of the forty-eight hours which elapsed between 
the filing of the complaint and the judgment of court, in the regular 
course of business, on Thursday afternoon. The true reason why the 
answer was not filed is not this at all, but because the defendant had no 
attorney, and did not secure one till that day, and after the adjournment 
of the court, and he many miles away from the place where the court 
was being held. It was the duty of the defendant to take notice of sum- 
mons and process served upon it, and when its failure to do so was 
caused by the negligence of its agents, it became liable to a judgment by 
default, like anyone else. The plaintiff, it is true, was entitled to 
three days to file his complaint. This was a privilege. He was not 
compelled to wait that long. When he filed his complaint on Tuesday, 
the defendant, having been put in court by service of summons, was 
fixed with notice. It then became its duty to file its answer before court 
adjourned. There were forty-eight hours in which to do so between the 
time the complaint was filed and the adjournment of the court. It is 
not found, or even suggested, that the defendant could not then have 
filed its answer before the adjournment, as doubtless all other litigants 
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at that term did. But if it could not, it was inexcusable neglect 
(480) that the defendant did not have counsel there to apply to the 

court for an extension of time, which the court had the discre- 
tion to grant, and doubtless would have granted in a proper case. Had 
the defendant been a citizen of Duplin, and waited thirty days after 
service of process, and two days after complaint filed, and not employed | 
counsel till the day court adjourned, and after its adjournment, and 
then employed one not attending the court, but 50 miles away, would 
not this have been inexcusable neglect, and does not the same rule apply 
to the defendant here? The fact of its being a nonresident of the county 
could make no difference after summons actually served. 

Amid all this commotion, and marching and counter-marching of this 
mere copy of a summons, there is danger of forgetting that there is a 
plaintiff who, ordinarily, would have the legal right to a judgment by 
default, if the defendant paid no attention to the action after having 
been served with summons ten days before court. That the defendant 
chooses to do its business in this way is a matter of which no one can 
complain. If it wishes to enjoy the luxury of a “circumlocution office,” 
it has a right to do so. But when it seeks to have it held “as a matter 
of law” that the use of such methods is excusable neglect, and that the 
- plaintiff must yield his rights, and the courts conform their procedure 
to the defendant’s peculiar method of taking thirty days to get notice 
of the summons, served on the defendant in Goldsboro, to its counsel liy- 
ing in Goldsboro, neither reason nor precedent can be found to support 
the position. The delay of thirty days to procure counsel after service 
of summons is inexcusable neglect. It was the neglect of some agent or 
agents of the defendant. It is not so difficult to find a lawyer to repre- 
sent any defendant that more than thirty days was required here, when 

the law allows only ten days for that purpose to other defendants. 
(481) The neglect of the defendant’s agents was its neglect. It is im- 

material which one of the agents was responsible for it. Their 
aggregate neglect was at the door of the defendant. It had the se- 
lection of its own agents. If the fault, as is probable, was in the 
peculiar “regulations” of the defendant, it is the negligence of the cor- 
poration that it has such. It cannot ask that, therefore, the Court 
should construe the law differently as to it from the rulings heretofore 
made in numerous cases. The Court say, in Sluder v. Rollins, 76 N. C., 
271, that “The least that can be expected of a person having a suit in 
court is that he-shall give it that amount of attention which a man of 
ordinary prudence usually gives to his important business,” and that a 
failure to do so is inexcusable neglect. Kerchner v. Baker, 82 N. C., 169. 
Sluder v. Rollins has been cited and approved, also, in Hodgin v. Mat- 
thews, 81 N. C., 289; Cobb v. O'Hagan, ibid., 293; University v. Las- 
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siter, 88 N. C., 38; Henry v. Clayton, 85 N. C., 871; Depriest v. Patter- 
son, rbid., 8376; Chuchill v. Ins. Co., 88 N. C., 805; Roberts v. Allman, 
i106 N. C., 391. The attention given this case by the agents of the 
defendant was not such as “a prudent man would give his important 
business.” That the neglect here was that of agents gives the defendant 
no greater privilege than an individual, as a corporation must neces- 
sarily act through agents, and their neglect is the neglect of the corpo- 
ration. In no aspect is this case as strong for the defendant as in 
Churchill v. Ins. Co., 92 N. C., 485 (which is more nearly like it than 
any other), where the Court say the facts were not sufficient legal excuse 
which should be allowed to deprive the plaintiff of his legal rights in 
the premises. If this state of facts constitutes excusable neglect, it 
would be difficult to conceive any possible combination of - circum- 
stances under which this defendant could be guilty of inexcusable neg- 
lect, unless it be that the “regulations” of the defendant might possibly 
have required this copy of a summons to be submitted to the 
scrutiny and gaze of a still greater number of its representatives (482) 
in a greater number of cities and states. 

It would seem.that amid the “numerous and multitudinous” handlings 
of this summons for thirty days by so many agents, the defendant should 
be fixed with notice of its contents, and of the place and time where and 
when it should appear, and of the notice therein that if it did not, this 
judgment would be entered, and that it was inexcusable that it did not 
pay enough regard to it to employ counsel. J cannot concur in the 
ruling below, that the whole thing was in law “an unavoidable accident.” 

The defendant’s contention that the case should be tried by a jury, and 
not upon a technicality, if logical, would, by a judicial construction, 
abolish all judgments by default (if such judgments can be called a 
technicality). The statute gives the plaintiff a legal right to have such 
judgment when the defendant neglects in apt time to put in his defense. 
If such judgments can always be struck out as of right, defendants could 
always obtain delay by showing a contemptuous disregard of the process — 
of the court, or neglecting to answer the complaint till it suited their 
convenience. In truth, in law and in reason, a judgment by default is 
as valid as any other, and can only be set aside when the failure to 
answer in apt time was not caused by the negligence of the defendant 
or its agents. The rule that where the negligence is that of counsel the 
defendant can have the judgment set aside is a matter of grace, and 
has never been extended beyond the negligence of the counsel actually 
appearing in the cause, and not even that far unless the defendant was 
diligent, and himself without laches. Bradford v. Coit, 77 N. ©., 72; 
Roberts v. Allman, 106 N. C., 391. It is true, if defendant had em- 
ployed counsel in time, he isant have been negligent in Euan in the 
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answer in time, and the defendant usually would be excused; but it is 
a non sequitur that therefore the defendant’s negligence in not employ- 
ing counsel in time is excusable. 
(483) Whether the facts found constitute excusable or inexcusable 
neglect is subject to review. Our decisions are uniform that, if 
there is excusable neglect, the court, in its discretion, may grant, or not, 
the motion to set aside the judgment. But if the neglect is inexcusable, 
it cannot set it aside. I think the court below erred—(1) in not hold- 
ing the neglect inexcusable; (2) if it had been excusable neglect, in 
holding that, as “a matter of law,” the judgment should be set aside. 
It would, in that case, have been matter of discretion. 

Upon the findings, in any aspect of them, the defendant is not 
entitled .to have the default set aside, for it is not found that it has 
a meritorious defense. Bank v. Foote, 77 N. C., 131. It is not entitled 
to have the case sent back to have an express finding on that fact. Not 
having been found, it is to be deemed not to exist. 

It is said by Ashe J., in Churchill v. Ins. Co., 88 N: C., 205: CAD 
party seeking to vacate a judgment under section 133 Case 274) of 
The Code is always at default, and the onus is upon him to show facts 
which would make the refusal to vacate an abuse of discretion. Kerch- 
ner v. Baker, 82 N. C., 169.” 

I think the ruling below should be reversed, and the case sent back; 
that the plaintiff should execute his inquiry before a jury at the next 
term, according to the regular procedure of the courts. 


PER CuRIAM. | Affirmed. 


_ Overruled: Manning v. oe R., 122 N. C., 831; Ham v. Person, 173 
oN. C., 74. ? 


(484) | 
THE STATE v. WILLIAM NORMAN. 


Amendment—C onstitution—Statute—F alse Pretenses. 


1. The power conferred upon the Superior Courts by The Code, sec. 908, to 
amend any process, pleading, or proceeding begun before a justice of the 
peace, is unrestricted, save only that the effect of the amendment must 
not change the nature of the offense originally intended to be charged. 
It is not necessary that the amendment should have the concurrence of 
the justice of the peace who heard the cause, nor that the amended 
charge should be resworn. 


2. Laws 1889, ch. 444, making it an indictable offense to procure advances 
“with intent to cheat and defraud” by false promises to begin work, is not 
unconstitutional. The gist of the offense is not the obtaining the 
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advances, and afterwards refusing to perform the labor, but in the - 
fraudulent intent at the time of obtaining the advances and making the 
promise. 


3. Where, upon a promise to begin work on the following Monday, the prose- 
cutor made advances to the defendant, and the latter failed, without 
proper excuse, to begin work at the time stipulated, and was arrested on 
complaint of prosecutor on Tuesday: Held, to be a failure to begin 
work within the meaning of the statute. 


INDICTMENT, fried before Brown, J., at Fall inns 1891, of ae 
FORT, 

The defendant is charged with violating chapter 444, Laws 1889, 
amended by chapter 106, Laws 1891, which, as amended, provides: “Tf 
any person, with intent to cheat or defraud another, shall obtain any 
advances In money, provisions, goods, wares or merchandise of any 
description from any other person or corporation upon and by color of 
any promise or agreement that the person making the same will com- 
mence or begin any work or labor of any description for said person 
or corporation from whom said advances are obtained, and said person 
so making said promise or agreement shall unlawfully and willfully 
fail to commence and complete said work according to contract without 
a lawful excuse, the person so offending shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, 
and punished by a fine not exceeding $50, or a not 
exceeding thirty days.” oa 

The affidavit and warrant were as follows: 


J.R. Beasley, being duly sworn, etc., says that at and in an county, 
and in Bath Township, on or about 24. October, 1891, William Norman 
did unlawfully and willfully obtain advances from me by false pre- 
tence for the amount of $2.09, by promising me to settle the same, and © 
failed to comply, against the form of the statute in such cases made and 
provided, and contrary to law and against the peace and dignity of 
the State. J. R. Beaswey. 


To any Constable or other lawful officer of Beaufort County— 
GREETING 

You are “forthwith commanded to arrest William N orman, aaa him 
safely keep, so that you have him before me at my office in Bath, or 
some other magistrate in said county, immediately, to answer the com- 
plaint and be dealt with as the law directs. 

Given under my hand and seal, this 26 October, 1891. 

J. S. Marsn, J. P. 


The defendant was convicted before the justice of the peace and 
fined $8, and appealed to the Superior Court. In that court leave was 
granted to amend the warrant. This was executed by amending the 
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affidavit, so that it reads as follows, the additional words being in 
italics: | | , 
_ “J, R. Beasley, being duly sworn, complains and says that at and in 
said county, and in Bath Township, on or about 24 October, 1891, 
William Norman did unlawfully and willfully obtain advances from me 
by false pretense to the amount of $2.09—meat, flour, money—by prom- 
ising me to work to settle the same, and failed to comply. The 
(486) defendant William Norman on 24 October, mn Beaufort County, 
unlawfully, with intent to cheat and defraud J. R. Beasley, did 

obtain from said Beasley $1 in money, one pound of flour and other 
advances, upon and by color of his promise then and there made to said 
Beasley that the said Norman would begin work for the sad Beasley 
to pay for said advances; and then and there unlawfully and willfully 
did fail to begin and complete said ‘labor, according to said contract, 
without lawful excuse, contrary to the statute—against the form of the 
statute in such cases made and provided, and contrary to law and against 
the peace and dignity of the State.” (Signed J. R. Beasley.) Warrant 
as above. | 

The defendant. excepted because the justice of the peace was not 
present, and because the prosecutor did not swear to the warrant after 
it was amended. 3 | 

The prayer for instruction (which was refused) and the charge of 
the court are stated in the opinion. Verdict of guilty. Defendant 
moved in arrest of judgment on the ground that the statute for the 
violation of which the warrant was issued was unconstitutional and 
- void, as being in violation of Article I, sec. 16, of the Constitution, for- 
bidding imprisonment for debt. Motion denied. Exception by the 
defendant. Judgment. Appeal. | 


Attorney-General and J. H. Small for the State. 
Charles F. Warren for defendant. 


Cuark, J., after stating the case: The Code, sec. 908, provides that in 
any proceeding begun before a justice of the peace, whether in a civil 
or a criminal action, the court in which such action shall be pending 
“shall have power to amend any warrant, process, pleading or pro-- 
ceeding in such action, either in form or substance,” and either before 
or after judgment. It is held that the section confers “unrestricted 
power of amendment” in such cases, provided the amendment does not 
: change the nature of the offense intended to be charged. S. »v. 

(487) Vaughan, 91 N. C., 532. “Any amendment may be made that 
perfects the charge of the offense, whether such amendment 
affects the form or the substance,” provided it does not “charge an 
entirely different offense in substance from that at first intended.” S. v. 
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Crook, 91 N. C., 586; S. v. Smith, 108 N. C., 410; S. v. Baker, 106 
N. C., 758. The warrant may refer to the affidavit, which thereby be- 
comes a part of it, and the court can amend either affidavit or warrant, 
or both. S. v. Sykes, 104 N. C., 695; 8. v. Winslow, 95 N. C., 649. 
The charge in the present case, as set out in the affidavit and warrant 
before the justice, was, of course, defective. Had it not been, there 
would have been no need of amendment. But the amendment did not 
change the offense intended to be charged. It merely perfected and 
made the charge more correctly and specifically, and was within the 
power of the court. The defendant contends, however, that it was 
improvidently allowed in this case, because the justice was not present, 
and the affidavit was not sworn to after the amendment. This is a mis- 
conception of the object of the act. The amendment is not for the pur- 
pose of perfecting the process to secure the arrest of the defendant. 
That has been already done. There is no need, after amendmnt, that 
the affidavit be resworn, or that the warrant be again served, nor can 
there be any necessity that the justice be present. The amendment 
rests in the discretion of the court, and does not require the concur- 
rence or consent of the justice. The amendment is to perfect and make 
more regular the same charge which had, theretofore, been insufficiently 
or defectively made before the justice of the peace. Essential words, 
such as “unlawfully,” “willfully,” and others, without which the war- 
rant treated as an indictment on the trial in the Superior Court would 
be fatally defective, can be supplied by amendment even after verdict. 
S. v. Crook, and other cases cited above. This differs from an amend- 
ment of an affidavit in attachment, which should be again sworn 
to after amendment. Bank v. Frankford, 61 N. C., 199. Here (488) 
the court has jurisdiction by the arrest of the defendant who is 
before 1t, and the amendment of the affidavit is only because it is made 
a part of the warrant by being referred to therein, and the amendment 
is really of the warrant. | | , 
The defendant asked the court to charge, “If the jury should believe, 
from the evidence, that the defendant agreed to begin work on the fol- 
lowing Monday for Beasley, and to pay him for advances by picking 
cotton during the week, but was arrested by Beasley on Tuesday, then he 
was not guilty.” This was properly refused. Having failed to begin 
work according to contract, the defendant had necessarily failed “to 
begin and complete the work” as agreed. The criminal offense is not 
the promise to pay for the advances in work and the failure to do so. 
That would be a mere breach of contract, and could not subject the 
party to liability to imprisonment. The offense charged is that the 
defendant, with intent to cheat and defraud, “obtained the advances upon 
an agreement to begin work to pay for the same on Monday,” and “un- 
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lawfully and willfully failed to commence and complete said work ac- 
cording to contract, without a lawful excuse.” If the defendant, with 
such fraudulent intent, procured the advances on the promise to begin 
work on Monday, and unlawfully and willfully failed to begin on that | 
day, without lawful excuse, the offense was complete. The charge of 
the court, which wads very clearly and correctly expressed, was as follows: 
“In order to convict, the State must show to the full satisfaction of the 
jury something more than obtaining the advances, a promise to work 
to pay for the same, and a breach of that promise. Nothing else being 
shown, these facts would constitute only a breach of contract, and for 
this the defendant could not be prosecuted criminally. The Jury must 
be fully satisfied of an element of fraud in this transaction. If the 


jury believe, from the evidence, that the defendant obtained . 


(489) these advances and promised to commence work on Monday 
morning to pay therefor, and at the time he obtained the ad- 

vances and made the promise, intended to keep.his word and commence 
work, and afterwards, being attracted by higher wages, or for other 
cause, failed to do so, he would not be guilty. But if the jury are fully 
satisfied that at the time he obtained the advances and made the promise 
(if he did make it) the defendant did not intend to commence work, 
but used the promise as an artifice or fraud for the sole purpose of ob- 
taining the advancements, then he would be guilty. The jury must be 
satisfied that the defendant’s object and purpose was to cheat and de- 
fraud.” | 
In view of this charge, and what we have already said, it is not neces- 
sary to discuss the motion made in arrest of judgment, on the ground 
that the act creating the offense was in violation of section 16, Article 
I of the Constitution of North Carolina. That section provides, “There 
shall be no imprisonment for debt in this State, except in cases of 
fraud.” The offense denounced by this statute is not the failure to com- 
ply with the contract, but the fraud in making it to obtain advances 
“with intent to cheat and defraud.’ Ordinarily it might be somewhat 
difficult to show such intent, in the absence of admissions of the defend- 
ant. Certainly evidence merely of the agreement to wrok, the obtaining 
advances thereon, and the failure to comply, would not warrant or sup- 
port a verdict. But here there is no exception that the evidence was not 
sufficient to go to the jury, and, indeed, for that reason probably the 
entire evidence 1s not sent up. 

No error. 

Cited: Sheldon v. Kivett, ante, 410; 8. v. Davis, 111 N. C., 7325. Cox 
v. Grisham, 113 N. C., 280; Starke v. Cotton, 115 N. C., 84; McPhail v. 
Johnson, tb., 302; 8S. v. Wernwag, 116 N. C., 1063; 8. v. Williams, 150 
N. C., 808; 8. v. Graffin, 154 N. C., 612. 
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(490) 
THE STATE v. 8S. W. LATHAM. 


Justice of the Peace—Statute, Construction of. 


A justice of the peace is not guilty of a violation of the statute (The Code, 
sec. 906) by failing to make report to the clerk of the Superior Court 
when there have been no criminal cases disposed of by him within the 
time therein prescribed. 


Inpvicrment for violation of section 906 of The Code, tried at Febru- 
ary Term, 1891, of Craven, Bryan, J. 

The indictment charges ‘that the defendant, being a justice of the 
peace, did, “on certain days in the years 1890 and 1891, try and for- 
mally dispose of certain criminal actions, and that he did willfully and 
unlawfully fail to furnish the clerk of the Superior Court at February 
Term, 1891, with a lst containing the names of all parties tried in all 
criminal actions finally disposed of by him,”’ ete. 

The special verdict finds that the defendant failed to return such a 
list, but that such failure was attributable to the fact that “the defend- 
ant had no criminal proceedings of any kind before him, and no erimi- 
nal cases of any kind were tried or to be tried and finally disposed of 
before him as a justice of the peace” during the period set forth in the 
indictment. It was also found that the defendant “had no papers in 
any criminal case or proceeding tried or to be tried before him between 
said terms to return to the Superior Court clerk.” 

Upon this finding, the court was of opinion that the defendant was 
not guilty, and the verdict was entered accordingly, and the solicitor 
appealed. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel for defendant. 


SHEPHERD, J.: We are of the opinion that his Honor was clearly right 
in holding that the defendant was not guilty. The Code, sec. 906, under 
. which the indictment was drawn, does not provide that a justice 
of the peace shall make a report stating that he has had no such (491) 
final proceedings before him. If such had been the purpose of 
the Legislature, it would undoubtedly have said so. The statute only re- 
quires a return of such final criminal proceedings as may have been 
tried and disposed of. If no such proceedings have been had, how can 
the justice furnish the clerk “with a list of the names and offenses” of 
- the parties tried before him? 

We cannot stretch the plain letter of the law so as to make the failure 
to do an impossible thing an indictable offense. 


Affirmed. 
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THE STATE y. JACK JORDAN anp DRED FRANCIS. 


Rape—Indictment—E vidence—Winess. 


1. Two or more persons may be guilty of the single crime of rape, and be 
jointly indicted therefor. 


2. Upon the trial of an indictment for rape, the prosecutrix swore that one 
of the defendants held her while the other perpetrated the crime, and 
neither she nor her husband (who was present) assented to the act; 
the defendants admitted the carnal intercourse, but testified that it was 
with prosecutrix’s consent, and, to break down her testimony, proposed 
to show by her examination on the preliminary hearing before a justice 
of the peace—which had been reduced to writing by the magistrate, but 
had not been signed—that she had then stated her husband told her to 
allow defendant to have intercourse with her; the justice of the peace 
did not remember what she had sworn in that respect, nor could he re- 
fresh his memory by reference to the paper; but testified that the docu- 
ment was a correct statement of what she swore: Held, (1) that the 
proposed evidence was relevant and pertinent, although the witness had 
not been given opportunity to admit or deny the statement; (2) that 
the paper, while not competent as substantive evidence, was competent 

.for the purpose offered. 


(492) Inpiotment for rape, tried at January Term, 1892, of NorrH- 
AMPTON, Winston J. 

The prisoners are charged in the first count of the indictment with a 
rape committed upon the prosecutrix; and, in a second count, one of 
them is charged with being present, aiding and abetting the opher to 
perpetrate the offense. 

Upon the plea of not guilty, there was a verdict of guilty, and a mo- 
tlon in arrest of judgment upon the ground that the indictment charged 
that the prisoners jointly committed the offense. The court overruled 
the motion, and the prisoners excepted. 

The prosecutrix was examined as a witness before the committing 
magistrate, and the latter reduced her evidence to writing, as she gave it. 
She was afterwards examined as a witness on the trial in the Superior 
Court. In order to contradict and discredit her the defendants proposed 
to ask the witness (the committing magistrate) if he did not hear the 
prosecutrix say, at the trial before him, in answer to a question asked 
her by the defendant Joe Jordan, that her husband told her to let him, 
the said Joe Jordan, have intercourse with her while he had hold of her. 
The witness testified that the proceedings were in his handwriting, and 
he was certain that what was there written was a true statement of 
what occurred before him at the trial. After objection to the evidence 
by the State, he was cautioned by the court that he might refresh his 
memory from the papers, and then testify from his memory, but that 
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he could not simply read the papers. The witness said, while he was 
certain as to the truth of what was in the papers, which he had written 
at the time of the trial, he could not remember what the prosecutrix 
said, except from the papers in his hands. The court told him he could 
not read from the papers. The defendants thereupon proposed to 
offer the paper in evidence to show what the prosecutrix did say, (493) 
in order to contradict and discredit her. This was excluded by 
the court. The defendant excepted. The evidence was not signed. 
_ The other material facts are stated in the opinion. 

From the judgment of death, the prisoners appealed. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
T. W. Mason for defendants. 


Merarmon, C. J.: The indictment is sufficient, and the court properly 
denied the motion in arrest of judgment. Two or more men may com- 
mit the single crime of rape by being present, aiding and abetting the 
actual ravisher in the perpetration of the offense. At the common law, 
all such offenders are equally principals and alike participate in the 
crime and guilt. They may, therefore, all be indicted together in the 
same manner as the one who directly does the injury. The statute of 
this State in respect to rape does not change or modify the common law 
as to persons present, aiding and abetting in the perpetration of that 
crime. Hale Pl. Cr., 269; 1 Bish. Cr. L., sec. 1090; Rex v. Folks, 1 
Moody Cr. Cases, 354. The second count is unnecessary, and is no 
more than redundant matter. The evidence for the prosecution went 
- to prove that both the prisoners actually ravished the prosecutrix, and 
that there were two distinct rapes—one by each of them—-committed 
upon her; but it also went to prove that each of the prisoners was 
present aiding and abetting the other in the perpetration of the offense 
actually committed by him. There was evidence to prove that they 
were each guilty of both offenses. But this state of evidence did not 
affect the sufficiency of the indictment. The latter was sufficient, and 
there was evidence from which the jury might render a verdict of guilty 
upon it. | ; 

The assignment of error as to the exclusion of the evidence of the 
committing magistrate must be sustained. On the trial, the pros- 
ecutrix, testifying as a witness for the State, among other things, (494) 
said: “Then Jack held her husband while Dred raped her; that it 
was done violently, with force and intimidation, neither she nor her 
husband assenting thereto, and she had been sick ever since.” 
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Each of the prisoners were examined as.a witness for the defense, 
and admitted that he had had carnal knowledge of the prosecutrix at 
the time and place alleged, and “testified that she consented to sexual 
intercourse.” 

The prosecutrix had been examined as a witness before the commit- 
ting magistrate: On the trial, the prisoners proposed to contradict and 
impeach her by showing that she testified before the magistrate on the 
preliminary examination “that her husband told her to. let him, the 
said Jack (one of the prisoners), have intercourse with her while he 
had hold of her.” That such was the purpose of the examination of the ° 
magistrate, and the introduction of the written evidence of the prose- 
cutrix taken by him, sufficiently appears from the evidence of the prose- 
cutrix above recited, the testimony of the prisoner just recited, and 
the questions put to the magistrate. It appears, from strong implica-- 
tion and inference, that the purpose was to contradict the prosecuting 
witness in the respect just mentioned. 

The magistrate testified clearly that the written statement of the evi- 
dence of the prosecutrix, taken by him on the preliminary examination 
of the prisoners, was correct and true. It must be assumed that it 
would tend to show what the prisoners proposed to prove by it.’ Then, 
was that written statement competent evidence?. We think it was com- 
petent for the purpose of showing, in some measure, that the prosecu- 
trix had given, under oath, a different account of material facts con- 
nected with the rape charged, in her examination before the committing 
magistrate, from what she testified to on the trial, and thus to discredit 
her. The magistrate said he could not state on the strength of his recol- 

lection what she testified to before him, but he said that he took 
(495) her evidence down in writing, and he took it truly; that the 

written evidence before him was taken by him, and contained a 
correct and true statement of what she said. It is clear he might, if he 
could, have testified as to what she said before him. Then, if he could 
SO testify, why was the written evidence, taken and identified by him as 
true, not competent? His memory in the lapse of time and from other 
causes might fail, but the true written statement could not change; 
1t spoke the truth when it was offered in evidence as certainly as it did 
the day it was written. If it was taken truly, it was safer, stronger, 
more reliable than the unaided memory of any witness. It has been 
held by this Court, after much reflection, in S. v. Pierce, 91 N.-C., 606, 
and Bryan v. Moring, 94 N. C., 687, that the evidence of a witness re- 
duced to writing and properly identified as correct and true is compe- 
tent when pertinent and relevant on the trial of actions. Those cases 
were well considered, and we see no reason to,modify them in the respect 
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pertinent here. On the contrary, we again approve them. See, — 
Davenport v. McKee, 94 N. C., 325. 

It is to be observed that ie, purpose of the evidence excluded is not 
to contradict the prosecuting witness as to something merely collateral, 
but to show that she gave contradictory accounts of the very matter in 
question. It was not, therefore, necessary to ask the witness what she 
' said on the preliminary examination before offering evidence of her con- 
tradictory statements. Jones v. Jones, 80 N. C., 246; 8. v. Garland, 
95 N. C., 671; S. vo. McQueen, 46 N. C., 177. 

It is further to be observed that the written statement of the evidence 
of the prosecutrix was not offered as substantive evidence, as allowed 
‘in appropriate cases by the statute (The Code, sec. 1157). It was not 
sufficient for that purpose, because, as appears, it had not been taken 
in conformity with the statute. That it was not signed by the witness 
did not render it incompetent when offered as evidence in the > 
present case. S. v. Pierce, supra; Bryan v. Moring, supra. (496) 

The contradictory evidence was relevant and competent. The ~ | 
prisoners testified that the prosecutrix assented to their sexual inter- 
course with her. In view of. their contention, if the husband, who was 
present at the time of the perpetration of the alleged rape, told the 
prosecutrix to have such intercourse with the prisoner Jordan, this 
would be some evidence of what was said and done, and it might have 
had some weight with the jury. But the contradictory statement was 
not offered to prove that the husband did so instruct his wife, but to 
discredit the wife as a witness by showing that she made the statement 
under oath at one time in one way, and a statement on the trial under 
oath just the reverse, as to what was said by her husband at the scene of 
the rape. The purpose was to satisfy the jury that she was unworthy 
of credit. | 

Tt is not sufficient to say that the evidence was unimportant. It was 
evidence the prisoners were entitled to have submitted to the jury, and 
it was their province to determine its weight in connection with other . 
evidence before them. It is our province and our solemn duty to deter- 
mine and apply the law. 

The prisoners are entitled to a 

New trial. 


Crted: Bank v. Deposit Co., 128 N. C., 370; Trust Co. v. Benbow, 
135 N. C., 308; 8S. v. McKenzve, 166 N. C., 294. 
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(497) | 
THE STATEH v. JOSEPH H. SHIELDS. 


Assawt—Indictment—Deadly Weapon. 


1. The description, in an indictment, of the instrument with which an as- 
sault was made, as “an axe,” ex vi termini imports a deadly weapon. 


2, One who by conduct calculated to produce a breach of the peace provokes . 
an assault cannot protect himself from responsibility therefor upon the 
ground that he fought in self-defense. 


CRIMINAL ACTION, tried before Winston, J., at November Term, 1891, 
of Oranes. The facts appear in the opinion. 


Attorney-General and J. B. Batchelor for the State. 
J. S. Manning for defendant. 


Davis, J.: The defendant was charged with an assault and battery 
on one Samuel P. Carden, with a deadly weapon, to wit, an axe. The 
defendant and prosecutor were at the house of Frank Carden, a brother 
of the prosecutor. It was in evidence that Sam Carden was in the yard 
sharpening an axe, when the defendant asked Frank Carden’s wife 
for a gun, which she refused to let him have, her husband being absent; 
whereupon the defendant used opprobrious and insulting language to 
her, calculated to provoke a breach of the peace, and went into the house 
to get the gun, after being forbidden; that afterwards he went to the 
prosecutor and seized the axe in his hands, and in the struggle to get 
possession of it struck him over the head, and also broke his collar-bone. 

It was also in evidence that the prosecutor had raised the axe to strike 
the defendant, and that each had hold of the axe and was endeavoring 

to get possession of it when the blows were struck; that John 
(498) Shields, a son of the defendant, testified that the prosecutor 

said, “If you go in the house I will mash your brains out with 
the axe.” There was much other conflicting testimony, some of it tend- 
ing to show that the prosecutor had assaulted the defendant, and that 
there was an affray. © 

No special instructions were asked of the court, but counsel for the 
defendant, in his address to the jury, laid much stress upon the alleged 
fact that the prosecutor had assaulted the defendant with an axe, and 
defendant used only sufficient force to disarm the prosecutor. His 
Honor charged the jury, among other things: “In this case all the 
_ witnesses having stated that a blow was struck, by which the defendant, 

in the difficulty, broke the shoulder-blade of the prosecuting witness, 
the defendant cannot justify such blow unless he was acting in self- 
defense. If he used no more force than was necessary to protect his 
person from hurt or harm, he is not guilty, but if he used excessive 
force, or was not acting in self-defense, but assaulted Carden, Carden 
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not assaulting or attempting to strike the defendant, he is guilty.” The 
case on appeal states: “The court also fully recapitulated the testimony, 
and explained the law as applicable to the same, and gave the instruc- 
tions of counsel for State and defendant. Counsel excepted upon the 
ground that his Honor failed to state, in a correct and concise manner, 
the evidence given in the case, and to explain the law arising thereon, 
and particularly that he had failed to call the attention of the jury to the 
law governing the defendant’s right to disarm his adversary, if they 
believed the evidence of John Shields, but did not request the court to 
do so.” 

The defendant moved in arrest of judgment, which was refused, and 
the defendant excepted. The only ground alleged for the motion in ar- 
rest of the judgment is that the deadly weapon is simply described as 
an axe, without giving its size, weight, etc. An axe is ex vi 
termini a deadly weapon, and without further description the (499) 
court must conclude that a blow given with it, by a man of ordi- | 
nary strength, would produce death or great bodily harm, and the mo- 
tion was properly refused. S. v. Phillips, 104 N. C., 786. 

It is insisted by the counsel for defendant that his Honor failed to 
recapitulate the testimony, and especially that of John Shields, and 
to state the law applicable thereto. The case on appeal expressly states 
that “The court fully recapitulated the testimony and explained the 
law as applicable to the same,” and there is nothing in the record to 
show to the contrary, and we must accept this as true. But counsel 
for the defendant insists that, according to the testimony of John 
Shields, his Honor should have told the jury that the defendant had a 
right to disarm the prosecuting witness. No such instruction was asked, 
and there was no error in failing to give it. But it would have been an 
error in his Honor to have singled out any particular witness, and told 
the jury if they believed that witness they must find the defendant 
guilty or not guilty. This is too clear to need citation of authority, 
for there was conflicting testimony; besides, his Honor charged the 
law correctly as applicable to the testimony of John Shields, for the 
jury were told if the defendant used no more force than was necessary 
to protect his person from hurt or harm, he was not guilty, and this 
was as favorable as the defendant could have asked in any aspect of the 
case, and more so in view of the fact that there was evidence tending 
to show that the defendant was the original aggressor, and provoked 
the breach of the peace. S. v. Harrell, 107 N. C., 944. 0 

There was no error of which the defendant can ‘complain. 

No error. 


Cited: S. . Crisp, 170 N. C., 791. 
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(500) 
THE STATE v. GEORGE H. WYLDE. 


Bigamy—M arriage—-Evidence—A ppeal Without Security. 


1. On an indictment for bigamy, the first marriage, like any other fact, may 
be proved by the admission of the defendant, or by circumstantial evi- 
dence. The weight to be given to the evidence is a matter for the jury. 


2. An application for leave to appeal without security under section 1235 of 
The Code, is fatally defective if the affidavit does not state that the ap- 
plication is made in good faith. 


Ivpicrment for bigamy, tried at February Term, 1892, of Griurorp, 
Whitaker, J. The defendant appealed. | : 
The facts are stated in the opinion. 


Attorney-General and J. B. Boyd and L. M. Scott for the State. 
Dillard & King and D,. Schenck (by briefs) for defendant. 


Cruark, J.: There are several exceptions to the evidence, as well as 
exceptions for failure to give the prayers for special instructions. Dut 
_ the point raised by all the exceptions is, in effect, that the first marriage, 
which was alleged to have taken place in England, could not be shown 
by the admissions of the defendant, nor by proof of cohabitation and 
the admissions, but that the proof must be by an eye-witness of the 
ceremony, or a certified copy of the registration of the marriage, with 
proof that the minister officiating was authorized by the laws of England 
to administer the sacraments and solemnize marriage. | 

The court charged that the admissions of the defendant, standing 
~ alone, would not be sufficient evidence of marriage; but that such admis- 

sions, together with proof offered in this case of the parties start- 
(501) ing to chapel with the avowed: purpose of being married, their 

return, saying they had been, and their subsequent open and con- 
tinued cohabitation as man and wife, would be sufficient evidence, if 
believed by the jury, to establish marriage. While some authority may 
be found in other states to sustain the charge of the court, we think it 
more favorable to the defendant than by the best precedents he was en- 
titled to have. But of this the defendant cannot complain. 

Proof by an eye-witness of the ceremony, witht proof of the authority 
of the minister, under the laws of the place, to solemnize it, which the 
defendant coutends is requisite, would be certainly plenary proof. It 
is not, however, the only proof. The circumstances in proof. here of 
the parties starting off to be married, their return as from a marriage, 
and subsequent open cohabitation as man and wife, were certainly 
strongly corroborative of the admissions of the defendant, but are not 
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indispensable. We think the true rule is laid down in Miles v. United 
_ States, 103 U. S., 304, where it is held, approving Regina v. Simmonds, 
1 Car. & Kir., 164, that “On an indictment for bigamy the first mar- 
riage may be proved by the admissions of the prisoner, and it is for the 
jury to determine whether what he said was an admission that he had 
been legally married according to the laws of the country where the 
marriage was solemnized.” The Court, of itself high authority, cited, 
as also sustaining this view, Regina v. Upton, cited in 1 Russ. Cr., 218; 
Duchess of Kingston’s case, 20 How. St. Trials, 355; Truman’s case, 1 
East P. C., 470; Cayford’s case, 7 Me., 57; Ham’s case, 11 id., 391; 
8. vw. Libby, 44 id., 469; 8. v. Hilton, 3 Rich. (8. C.), 484; 8. v. Brit- 
tain, 4 McCord, 256; Warner v. Commonwealth, 2 Va. Cases, 595; 
Norwood’s case, 1 East P. C., 470; Commonwealth v. Murtagh, 1 Ashm. 
(Pa.), 272; Regina v. Newton, 2 Moo. & R., 508; S. v. McDonald, 25 
Miss., 176; Wolverton v. State, 16 Ohio, 173; 8. v. Seals, 16 Ind., 

852, Quinn v. State, 46 id., 725; Arnold v. State, 58 Ga., 574; (502) 
Cameron v. State, 14 Ala., 546; Brown v. State, 52 id., 388; 
Williams v. State, 44 rd., 24; Canonical v. Jackson, 11 Bush (Ky.), 
679. The Court then goes on to say (103 U. S., 312) that the declara- 
tions of the defendant “appear to have been deliberately and repeatedly 
made, and under such circumstances as tended to show that they had 
reference to a formal marriage contract,” and held that there was no 
error in the court below admitting the declarations, nor in the charge 
of the Judge, which was: “The declarations of the accused were evi- 
dence proper to be considered by the jury as tending to prove an actual 
marriage, and that such marriage might be proven like any other fact, 
by the admissions of the defendant, or by circumstantial evidence.” 

In. Regina v. Newton, 2 Moo. & Rob., 503, Wightman, J., held that 
the prisoner’s admissions, deliberately made, of a prior marriage in a 
foreign country, are sufficient evidence of such marriage, without prov- 
ing it to have been celebrated according to the law of the country where 
it is stated to have taken place. 1 Roscoe Cr. Ev. (8 Am. Ed.), 454. 

‘The rule is consonant with reason as well as with the great weight 
of authority, ut supra, that in indictments for bigamy “marriage can 
be proven, like any other fact, by admissions of the party or by cir- 
cumstantial evidence,” and no reason is shown why this should not be so. 
The weight to be given the admissions is properly a matter for the j jury, 
not for the court. 

The affidavit for leave to appeal in forma pauperis is fatally de- 
fective under The Code, sec. 1235, in that it does not state that the ap- 
plication is in good faith. This has been often held. 8S. v. Tow, 103 
N..C., 350; S. v. Devine, 69 N. C., 390; S. v. Morgan, 77 N. C., 510; 
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(503) 8. v. Moore, 938 N. C., 500; 8. v. Payne, 98 N. C., 612; 8. +. 
Jones, 938 N. C., 617. Owing to the nature and importance of 
the case, we have, however, notwithstanding, considered the point 
intended to be presented. Milling Co. v. Finlay, ante, 411. 
Appeal dismissed. 


Crted: Vann v. Lawrence, 111 N. C., 84; 8S. v. Shoulders, ib., 687; 
Joyner v. Roberts, 112 N. C., 114; Fertuhzer Co. v. Taylor, ib., 148; 
S. v. Jackson, ib., 850; 8. v. Rhodes, ib., 857; Hinton v. Ins. Co.,. 116 
N. C., 26; Farthing v. Carrington, tb., 386; Thurber v. B. & L. Assn., 
118 N. C., 181; Walters v. Starnes, 1b., 844; S. v. Melton, 120 N. C., 
593; S.v. Bramble, 121 N. C., 603; Cooper v. Wyman, 122 N. C., 788; 
Comes v. Steamship Co., 128 N. Go. 561; Clinard v. White, 129 N. C., 
952; 8. v. Council, 2b., 519: Meshing v. R. B., 181 N. C., 23 8. ». Geil: 
dene 134 N. C., 744; Chestian Us. dosed; 136 ING 394, g. v. Smith, 
152 N. C., 849. Doway v. Dowdy, 154 N. C., 558; Shields v. Freeman, 
158 N. C., 127; Mfg. Co. v. Spruill, 169 N..C., 621; Taylor v. Johnson, 
171 N. C., 86; Bradshaw v. Bank, 172 N. C., 633; Barbee v. Penny, 
74 NOs cr Wiliams v. Bailey, DTG Nas, "43, 


THE STATE v. JOHN COX. 


Murder—Manslaughter—E vidence. 


1. When the entire charge of the judge is not sent up, it will be presumed 
that it is correct, except in those particulars in which errors are as- 
Signed in the case on appeal. 


2. The only testimony in relation to the fact of the homicide was that wit- 
ness and deceased were standing on opposite sides of the fence engaged 
in conversation, when prisoner approached and told deceased he wished 
to see-him a minute, to which deceased replied, ‘“‘Come on, and see me 
now”; thereupon witness turned to go into the house, and as she did so, 
she heard prisoner say, “What you put your hand back there for?” 
then she heard a noise like running, and then a pistol fired and a body 
fall, after which she heard some one running off. Deceased was found 
next morning near the spot, with a bullet-hole in his breast: Held, that 
the evidence disclosed no element of manslaughter, and the court com- 
mitted no error in charging the jury that the prisoner was guilty of 
murder or nothing. 


Morper, tried before Boykin, J., at Fall Term, 1891, of JONES. 
The indictment charges the defendant with the murder of William 
Sutton. He pleaded not guilty. The evidence produced on the trial 
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tended very strongly to prove the murder as charged. Numerous wit- 
nesses were examined for the State. The prisoner introduced no evi- 
dence. 

Alice Simmons, a witness for the State, testified as follows: ‘“Remem- 
ber evening Sutton was killed; I was at home at my mother’s; I was in 
the house putting on supper; "Sutton came up and called me to 
the door; he told me to come out there; he asked me if anyone (504) 
helped to take up certain fodder. I went to the gate; Sutton was 
on the outside, I on the inside, right at him; he gave me his pipe to 
smoke some—lI had carried fire to him to light it; we saw a man coming 
up the road; he asked who it was; I said I don’t know; it seems as if he 
was going by, but he came to the gate; he said, ‘Sutton, is that you? 
Sutton said, ‘John, is that you?” John said, ‘Umph, yes.’ The man 
said, ‘I want to see you a minute.’ Sutton said, ‘Come on and see me, 
then.’ I whirled off and went towards the house; as I did so, the man 
said to Sutton, ‘What you put your hand back there for? I. went on 
then to the house and heard a noise like they were running; I burried 
on then, and just as I got in the door, I heard the pistol shot and heard 
the body fall; I then heard one running off. The man was the defend- 
ant Cox. . . . The man came walking straight up to the gate. Cox 
came up right to the gate; I was just on the other side; he could have 
touched me when he first came up; it was deep dark; Sutton was ask- 
ing me to have him some fish cooked by next morning. . . . I did 
~ not see the shooting—as I got up in the door, I saw the flash of the pis- 
tol; after the shooting I heard a man running up the road towards 
Kinston; he came from towards the fork. Sutton came from the direc- 
tion of Kinston. The dead body was found above the gate towards 
Kinston.” : 

This witness was the only person, except the deceased and peer 
present at the homicide. 

Dr. Hughes testified: “Saw dead body of Sutton next morning; 

I saw the wound; it was about halfway between the left nipple 

aaa medial line; 1t was at a vital point—it was near the heart. If the 
wound had gone straight in and through, it would have penetrated the 
heart. JI did not examine the wound; it might have been made by a 
bullet or any sharp-pointed round instrument, like a spindle; 
I cannot say how the death was produced; a pistol ball could (505) 
have made the wound.” 

There was much other testimony as to the identity of the prisoner 
and antecedent declarations of malice. 

The court, among other things, charged the jury that, upon the 
testimony, the defendant was guilty of murder, if he were guilty of any 
offense at all; that there was no element of manslaughter in the case. 
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This is assigned as error. There was a verdict of gmlty and judg- 
ment of death, from which the prisoner appealed. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel for prisoner. 


Merrimon, ©. J.: The whole charge of the court to the jury is not 
sent up. The presumption is that the instructions given were sufficient 
and correct except in the respect as to which error is assigned. To that 
alone we can properly advert. 

There was evidence of express malice, and the whole evidence on the 
trial tended strongly to prove the murder as charged in the indictment. 
The court instructed the jury “that the defendant was guilty of murder, 
if he was guilty of any offense at all; that there was no element of 
manslaughter in the case.” Assuming, as we must, that it gave other ap- 
propriate instructions, it might give that assigned as error, if there 
was no evidence from which the jury might find the prisoner guilty of 
the lesser offense of manslaughter. The burden of proving the lesser 
offense was on the prisoner, and to prove the same, not by mere pre- 
ponderance, but to the satisfaction of the jury. S. v. Jones, 98 N. C.,, 
651; 8. v. Dickerson, id., 708; S. v. Byers, 100 N. C., 512. 

He insists that the evidence above recited constituted such evidence, 

and that the court erred in failing to tell the jury. We concur 
(506) with the court in saying that the evidence, in no just or reason- 

able view of it, presented any element of manslaughter. So far 
as appears, the prisoner and the deceased did not fight by consent upon 
a sudden quarrel, nor did the latter give the former legal provocation 
in any way. It does not appear that the deceased struck, or offered to 
strike, the prisoner, or that he had a pistol, knife, or other weapon 
from which it might be inferred he intended to, or did so, 1n the dark. 
It does not appear that the deceased said or did anything to provoke 
the prisoner to slay him in the heat of passion. ‘The mere facet that 
the witness heard the prisoner say to the deceased, as they walked 
off, “What you put your hand back there for?” and that she “heard a 
noise like they were running,” did not prove that they fought suddenly, 
or that the deceased struck or offered to strike the prisoner. Nor did 
the fact that the fatal wound was inflicted in front of the deceased’s 
person, of itself, prove that the parties had fought, or that the deceased 
had given the prisoner legal provocation. These facts could give rise 
to no more than vague conjecture in the absence of evidence of some 
positive hostile action of the deceased. The prisoner had a pistol, and 
the evidence tended to prove his aggressive, deadly purpose, and he may, 
probably did, suddenly seek his opportunity to shoot his victim from 
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the front of him. But be this as it may, the facts in evidence did not 
constitute evidence of manslaughter. The whole evidence went to prove 
that the prisoner slew the deceased, moved to do so by express malice. 
The jury, if they believed the evidence, could not justly have reached 
‘a different conclusion. 

No error. 


Cited: 8S. v. McKinney, 111 N. C., 684; Watkins v. R. #., 116 N. C., 
967; S. v. Redge, 125 N. C., 657; Gilbert v. Shingle Co., 167 N. C., 290: 
S. v. Wiseman, 178 N. C., 796. 


| ; (507) 
THE STATE v. CHARLES CHANCY. 


Fornication and Adultery—Hvidence—Former Acquittal. 


1. On the trial of an indictment for fornication and adultery, evidence was 
offered tending to prove that the male defendant, white, and the female 
defendant, colored, had several times been seen riding together in male 
defendant’s vehicle; that they frequently ate at the same table; that the 
female defendant, who was a married woman, but who had left her 
husband, had given birth to two children after separating from her 
husband; that the male defendant had been seen nursing and playing 
with them, and had his picture taken with theirs, and that the female 
defendant employed servants for both: Held, to be sufficient to be sub- 
mitted to the jury, and warrant a conviction. 

2. Former acquittal or conviction, to be available as a defense, must be 
specially pleaded. 

3. Upon an issue of former acquittal or conviction, the record thereof is the 
best evidence, and must be produced, or its loss shown. 


Inpicrment, for fornication and adultery, tried before McIver, J., 
at Fall Term, 1891, of Brapen. 
_ There was a verdict of guilty, and from a judgment imposing a fine 
of $500 and costs on the male defendant, he appealed. 

The other facts are sufficiently stated in the opinion. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Sueruerpd, J.: The duty which the law imposes upon the judges 
of deciding whether there is any evidence to be submitted to the jury, 
is one of much delicacy and importance, and its proper performance 
is often attended with grave doubt and embarrassing difficulty. 
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The line which divides the province of the court and jury im this 
respect 1s not easily defined, although several attempts in that direction 
have been made by this Court. Thus, in S. v. Allen, 48 N. C., 
(508) 257, it is intimated that a mere scintilla of evidence should be 
submitted to the jury, while in Wittkowsky v. Wasson, T1 N. C., 
451, this is denied, and it is said that by “some evidence” is meant 
“such only as that from which a jury might reasonably infer the ex- 
istence of the alleged fact.’ In the former case it was stated that 
“When there is evidence of a fact which, in connection with other facts, 
if proven, would form a chain of circumstances sufficient to establish 
the fact in issue, the fact so calculated to form a link in the chain, al- 
though the other links are not supplied, is, nevertheless, some evidence 
tending to establish the fact in issue.” This rule would inelude an 
apparently isolated fact, having no bearing upon the fact in issue. In- 
deed, it might be entirely colorless without the hght of other circum- 
stances, and utterly incapable of raising even a mere conjecture of the - 
fact to be proved. This would, of course, offend the authorities, all of 
which unite in saying that a mere conjecture or suspicion should not be 
submitted to the jury. The rule as stated in Wettkowsky’s case, supra, 
has been frequently approved by this Court. Best v. Frederick, 84 
N.C., 176; S. v. White, 89 N. C., 462; S. v. Atkinson, 93 N. C., 519; 
S. v. Powell, 94 N. C., 965; Jordan v. Lassiter, 51 N. C., 131, and other 
cases; but even this, by reason of the inherent difficulty of the subject, 
is necessarily indefinite. In some jurisdictions it is held that if the 
testimony be such that the judge would set aside the verdict as being 
against the weight of the evidence, it should not be submitted to the 
jury; but this, according to our decisions, would be an usurpation of the 
funetions of that body. 8S. v. Allen, supra; Wattkowsky’s case, supra, 
Perhaps what is “reasonably sufficient” evidence, as understood in North 
Carolina, is best stated by Battle, J., im Jordan v. Lassiter, supra. THe 
says that if the circumstances “be such as to raise more than a mere 
conjecture, the judge cannot pronounce upon their sufficiency to estab- 
lish the fact, but must leave them to be weighed by the jury, 
(509) whose exclusive province it is to decide upon the effect of the 
testimony.” 

The remedy for a finding against the weight of the testimony is a 
motion for a new trial, and this power of the court should, in proper 
cases, be unsparingly and fearlessly exercised. However difficult it 
may be to formulate a satisfactory definition as to what is “some evi- 
dence,” we think that the circumstances deposed to in the case before 
us are entirely sufficient to meet the requirements of any of the rules 
above stated. 
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It is well settled that in order to convict of fornication and adultery, 
‘St 1s not necessary to show by direct proof the actual bedding and 
cohabitating of the parties; it is sufficient to show circumstances from 
which the jury may reasonably infer the guilt of the parties.” S. v. 
Poteet, 80 N. C., 28; S. v. Hluason, 91 N. C., 564. 

The female defendant, a colored woman, was separated from her 
husband, and since such separation has given birth to two children. 
The male defendant, a white man, is so fond of these children that on 
several occasions he has been seen nursing and playing with them. He 
has “been heard teaching one of them to sing” the following inspiring 
couplet : | 

“We have got the money, and we have got the land, 
And we don’t care for any poor white man.” 


In addition to this, he has had “his own and the said children’s pic- 
ture taken together, and witness thought the female defendant’s also.” 
There is also testimony tending to show that he has been seen riding 
several times with the female defendant; that a part of the time “they 
ate at the same table”; that the female defendant employed “cooks to 
cook for them both,” and that they have “their clothes washed together.” | 
All of these circumstances certainly amounted to more than a “mere 
conjecture” of the guilt of the defendants, and were sufficient, 
we think, to sustain the verdict of the jury. | (510) 

The other exceptions are without merit. There was no plea 
of former acquittal; and if there had been such a plea, the record was 
the best evidence to establish it. The testimony, as to acts more than 
two years before the indictment, was received and acted upon simply 
in corroboration of evidence of other acts committeed within two years, 
and was, therefore, admissible. S. v. Hliason, 91 N. C., 564. 


Cited: 8. v. Varner, 115 N. C., 745; Spruill v. Ins. Co., 120 N. C,, 
149; Hodges v. R. R., 1b., 556; S. v. Satterfield, 121 N. C., 560; 8. v. 
Gragg, 122 N. C., 1091; Williams v. RB. R., 140 N. C., 627; Powell v. 
Strickland, 163 N. C., 402; 8S. v. Wade, 169 N. C., 307, 309. 
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THE STATE v. BRYANT FOSTER. 


A ppeal—Case. 


If there is no case on appeal and no errors appear in the record proper, the 
judgment will be affirmed. 


Morton of the Attorney-General to affirm the judgment of the court 
below, rendered by Bryan, J., at January Term, 1892, of Franky. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Cruark, J.: No statement of the case on appeal accompanies the 
transcript, and no error appears on an inspection of the record proper. 
The judgment must be affirmed. S. v. Freeman, 93 N. C., 558; Mfg. 
Co. v. Simmons, 97 N. C., 89; Walker v. Scott, 102 N. C., 487 « Peebles 
v. Braswell, 107 N. C., 68. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: S. v. Green, 111 N. C., 647; S. v. Carpenter, ib., T06. 


(511) 
THE STATE v. WRIGHT EDWARDS. 


Bastardy—Rules of Supertor Court Practice. 


A bastardy proceeding is, in its principal features and purposes, a civil action, 
and is within the operation of Superior Court Rule 24, which provides © 
that appeals from justices of the peace in civil actions will not be called 
for trial unless the returns of such an peae have been docketed ten days 
previous to the term. 


BasTARDY PROCEEDING, tried before a justice of the peace on 23 Octo- 
ber. From his judgment an appeal was taken and docketed in the Su- 
perior Court of Brapewn on 26 October, 1891, being the first day of the 
term. 

At that term, when the ease was called for trial, before McIver, J., 
the defendant objected that, under Rule 24 of the Superior Courts, the 
case could not stand for trial till next term. The objection being over- 
ruled, the defendant excepted. Trial was had, and the verdict and 
judgment being against him, the defendant appealed. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel for defendant. 
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Crark, J.: Rule 24 of the Superior Courts is as follows: “Appeals 
from justices of the peace in civil actions will not be called for trial 
unless the returns of such appeals have been docketed ten days previous 
to the term, but appeals docketed less than ten days before the term may 
be tried by consent of parties.” The power of this Court to preseribe 
its own rules is conferred by the Constitution, and 1s not subject to 
legislative control. Horton v. Green, 104 N. C., 400. But the power , 
lodged here to prescribe rules for the lower courts being conferred by 
statute (The Code, sec. 961; Barnes v. Haston, 98 N. C., 116; Cheek: v. 
Watson, 90 N. C., 302), is subject to legislative modification. 

We find, however, no statute in conflict with this rule, and, being (512) 
authorized by law, it has the force and effect of a statute. The 

rule is a reasonable regulation, that though, under The Code, secs. 565 
and 880, the appeal stands ordinarily for trial at the first term, 1t must 
be docketed ten days before such term. Sondly v. Asheville, ante, 85. 

It is, however, contended that bastardy proceedings do not come under 
this rule, it not being a civil action. It is true that proceedings in 
bastardy are somewhat anomalous. They begin by a warrant; a capias 
lies to enforce defendant’s appearance (S. v. Green, 71 N. C., 172); 
an indictment les for escape against an officer who permits the escape 
of one arrested in such proceedings. S. v. Ritchie, 107 N. C., 857. The 
defendant, even under the present Constitution, may be imprisoned for 
failure to give the required bond, or pay costs and fine (The Code, sec. 
32; 8. v. Palin, 68 N. C., 471), and a fine is imposed by the statute. 
But notwithstanding these peculiarities, it has always and uniformly 
been held that the proceeding is, in the main, civil in its nature. S. v. 
Peeples, 108 N. C., 768. Either party has the right to appeal (S. v. 
Crouse, 86 N. C., 617; 8S. v. Wilkie, 85 N. C., 513); and the law of 
costs as to civil actions applies. S. v. Bryan, 83 N. O., 611. In 8S. v. 
Carson, 19 N. C., 368, it is held to be a police regulation, and not a 
criminal proceeding, and this 1s eited with approval in S. v. Brown, 
46 N. C., 129, and 8. v. Higgins, 72 N. C., 226. ‘The true test between. 
a criminal and a civil proceeding is that in the former the act com- 
plained of will support an indictment, and in the latter it will not; 
hence a bastardy proceeding is civil in its essence. S. v. Pate, 44 N. C., 
944. This is cited and approved in S. o. Thompson, 48 N. C., 365, and 
Ward v. Bell, 52 N. C., 79. It 1s pointed out that the object 18 not to 
punish the father, but to prevent the support of the child from be- 
coming a public charge. S. v. Brown, 46 N. C., 129; Ward »v. 

Bell, supra. It is also held that being a civil proceeding, each (513) 
party has the right to challenge peremptorily four jurors. 8S. v. 

Pate, supra. Depositions may be used because it is a civil proceeding. 
S. v. Hickerson, 72 N. C., 421; also, S. v. MeIntosh, 64 N. C., 607. 
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From a review of the authorities, it is clear that though the proceed- 
ing has some anomalous features, it has uniformly been held to be in its 
nature and essentially a civil action. As such it comes within the pur- 
view of the rule relied on by the defendant, and in overruling his objec- 
tion to going into a trial at that term, there was 

Error. 


Cited: SS. v. Burton, 1138 N. C., 663, 665; Myers v. Stafford, 114 
N. C., 689; S. v. Ostwalt, 118 N. C., 1217; 8. v. Ballard, 122 N. C., 
1028, 1030; Calvert v. Carstarphen, 188 N. C., 27; 8S. v. Lnles, 134 
N. C., 736; 8S. v. Morgan, 141 N. C., 731; 8. v. Addington, 148 N. C., 
685, 687; Lee v. Baird, 146 N. C., 364. 


THE STATE vy. J. C, SULLIVAN ET AL. 


Jurisdiction—Removal of Causes to Federal Courts—Statutes, Con- 
struction of—Clerks and Deputies. 


1. Statutes depriving courts of jurisdiction once attached are strictly con- 
strued, and every requirement of such statute must be met before the 
court will yield its jurisdiction. 


2. The jurisdiction of State courts over the persons and subject-matter 
enumerated in the act of Congress (Rev. Stat., sec. 643) does not cease 
upon the filing of the petition for removal in the Circuit Court; that re- 
sult follows only when the petition setting forth the facts required by 
the statute has been duly filed, and the appropriate writ has heen issued 
and made known to the State court. 


3. The filing of the petition and issuing of the writ are judicial acts which 
cannot, in the absence of statutory authority, be performed by a deputy 
clerk. | 


CRIMINAL acTION, tried at February Term, 1892, of Ieper, 
Mclver, J. 

The indictment charges the defendants with an assault and battery 
done with a deadly weapon. After the case was called for trial, but 
before the trial began, the marshal of the United States in and for the 

Western District of North Carolina served the clerk of the 
(514) Superior Court with a paper-writing below set forth, by leaving 

a copy thereof with him, signed by the clerk of the Circuit Court 
of the United States at Statesville, in the Western District of North 
Carolina, by his deputy, the clerk being absent. The defendant’s 
counsel caused this paper-writing to be read before the court, and 
“demanded that any further action in the cause by the State court be 
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stayed, considering that this action of the said Cireuit Court gave the 
— Cireuit Court jurisdiction in the cause.” The solicitor for the State 
insisted that said writing was of no effect, and did not deprive the 
State court of jurisdiction. The court denied the motion to stay pro- 
ceedings, and directed that the trial take place. The defendants “pro- 
tested,” excepted, and pleaded not guilty. There was a trial, and a 
verdict of guilty; a motion 1m arrest of judgment, which was denied; 
and judgment, from which the defendants appealed to this Court. 
The following 1s a copy of the paper-writing above mentioned: 


Unirep States or AMERICA, 
Western District of North Carolina. 


The President of the United States of America to the Marshal of the 
Western District of North Carolina—Grewtine : 


You are hereby commanded to make known to J. H. Hill, clerk of 
the Superior Court, that whereas the defendants J. C. Sullivan, J. H. 
Ayres, and J. H. McNeely, now in court, have filed their petition be- 
fore the undersigned, setting forth that a bill of indictment was returned 
into the Superior Court of [redell County by the grand jury at Feb- 
ruary Term, 1892, of said court, charging said defendants with the 
offense of an assault and battery upon the person of one James Mitchell; 
and whereas the said J. C. Sullivan, J. H. Ayers, and J. H. McNeely 
showeth in their said petition that at the time of the alleged 
offense they were an officer and employee of the United States (515) 
Government, employed by a commission of the Collector of 
Internal Revenue of the United States for the Western District of North 
Carolina, said Sullivan being a deputy collector and the other defendants 
acting by his authority, and by virtue of such authority did the act com- 
plained of. Whereas, they have demanded in their said petition the re- 
moval of the aforesaid indictment into the Circuit Court of the United 
States of America for the Western District of North Carolina, under sec- 
tion 643 of the Revenue Laws of the United States: Now, therefore, vou 
are commanded to make known to the said Superior Court of North Caro- 
lina, by the delivering of a copy hereof to the clerk of said court, or by 
leaving it at his office, that the said cause is hereby removed for trial 
into the said Circuit Court of the United States next to be holden for 
the said district at Statesville on the third Monday in April, 1892. 

And that it 1s entered on the docket of said Circuit Court of the 
United States, and will be proceeded with as a cause, originally com- 
menced in said court; and further, that it is required of said Superior 
Court of North Carolina to send to the said Circuit Court of the United 
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States, distinctly and plainly under the seal of said Superior Court, a 
transcript of the record and proceedings in said cause in that case in 
that court, with all the things touching the same, by whatever name the 
parties may be called, so that we may have them before the judges of our 
said Circuit Court of the United States at the time and place aforesaid, 
to wit, at Statesville, on the third Monday im April, 1892; and further 
to do thorefor what of right we shall see fit to be done. Herein fail 
not, and have you then and there this writ. 

Witness, the Honorable Melville W. Fuller, Chief Justice of the 
United States, at Statesville, in said district, this the 12 February, 
1892, and in the 116th year of the Independence of the United 
(516) States. | H. C. Cowxss, Clerk. 

By H. V. Furcuus, Dep. Clerk. 
A true copy. | 
Teste: H.C. Cowrss, by H. V. Furcurs, D.C.” 


Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Merrimon, ©. J., after stating the case: The statute (Rev. Stat. 
U. S., sec. 643) provides that “When any civil suit or criminal prose- — 
cution is commenced in any court of a state against any officer appointed 
under or acting by authority of any revenue law of the United States 
now or hereafter enacted, or against any person acting under or by 
authority of any such officer, on account of any act done under color of 
his office, ete., . . . the said suit or prosecution may, at any time 
before the trial or final hearing thereof, be removed for trial into the 
Circuit Court next to be holden in the district where the same is pend- 
ing, upon the petition of such defendant to said Circuit Court, and in 
the following manner: Said petition shall set forth the nature of the 
suit or prosecution, and be verified by affidavit; and together with a 
certificate signed by an attorney or counseller 7 law of some court of 
record of the State where such suit or prosecution is commenced, or of 
the United States, stating that, as counsel for the petitioner, he has 
examined the proceedings against him, and carefully inquired into all 
the matters set forth in the petition, and that he believes them to be 
true, shall be presented to the said Circuit Court, if in session, or, if 
it be not, to the clerk thereof at his office, and shall be filed in said 
office. The cause shall thereupon be entered on the docket of the Cir- 
cuit Court, and shall proceed as a cause originally commenced in that 
court, but all bail and other security given upon such suit or prose- 

cution shall continue in like force and effect as if the same 
(517) had proceeded to final judgment and execution in the State Court. 
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When, the suit is commenced in the State court by summons, sub- 
pena, petition, or any other process, except capias, the clerk of the 
Cireuit Court shall issue a writ of certiorari to the State court, requir- 
ing it to send to the Circuit Court the record and proceedings in the 
cause. When it is commenced by capias, or by any other similar form 
of proceeding by which an arrest is ordered, he shall issue a writ of 
habeas corpus cum causa, a duplicate of which shall be delivered to the 
clerk of the State court, or left at his office by the marshal of the dis- 
trict, or his deputy, or by some person duly authorized thereto, and 
thereupon tt shall be the duty of the State court to stay all further pro- 
ceedings in the cause, and the swt or prosecution, upon delivery of such 
process, or leaving the same as aforesaid, shall be held to be removed 
to the Circutt Court, and any further pte trial, or gudgment 
therein in the State court shall be void,’ 

The purpose of this statutory provision is i create jurisdiction in the 
Circuit Court of the United States, and to transfer to that court the 
jurisdiction of the State courts in the classes of cases specified therein | 
when such cases shall be removed as contemplated by it. It is henee 
very important, and should be strictly observed in all material respects. 
Such observance is the more important, as the method of removal pre- 
scribed does not require the Circuit Court to supervise and serutinize 
applications for removal, unless it shall happen to be in session at the 
time the same shall be presented. The removal of causes is no doubt 
subject to abuses, and, as suggested, frequently prostituted with a view 
to evade and delay, rather than obtain justice on the part of the party 
professing to seek it. This statute has been the subject of much judi- 
cial criticism. Its validity as a whole and that of some of its material 
parts has been much questioned. But it is now settled that it is 
valid and operative. It is therefore the duty of the courts, both (518) 
State and Federal, in good faith, to give it effect in all proper 
cases. Pennbisee v: Davis, 100 a S., 157; Davis v. South Carolina, 107 
U.S., 597; S. v. Hoskins, T7 N. C., 530. 

The Sie court will lose, be deprived of, and relinquish its jurisdic- 
tion only in the case and in the way and manner prescribed. Courts do 
not readily give up or abandon their jurisdiction of cases before them. 
It is of their nature and purpose to administer justice as contemplated 
and intended by the laws of their creation and being. It is not to be 
presumed that they are incapable, unjust, or untrustworthy. On the 
contrary, the presumption is in their favor in all these respects. Hence, 
statutes depriving them of their jurisdiction, particularly where it has 
already attached, are to be strictly interpreted. 

‘The present case is a criminal prosecution begun by indictment and 
a capias whereby “a personal arrest is ordered.” It intends that the 
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defendants shall be arrested and held in close custody by the sheriff, 
unless they shall give bail as allowed by law. In such case, if it be 
granted that the defendants regularly and sufficiently presented their 
petition for removal of the action to the clerk of the Circuit Court of 
the United States at his office, that court not being in session at that 
time, and that the clerk duly filed it and entered the case on the docket 
of that court, the jurisdiction of the latter was not then complete, nor 
was that of the State court over and at an end. It then became neces- 
sary, in order to completely and efficiently transfer the jurisdiction from 
the State court to the Circuit Court, for the clerk of the latter court to 
“issue a writ of habeas corpus cum causa, a duplicate of which should 
have been delivered to the clerk of the State court, or left at his office, 
by the marshal, his deputy, or some person duly authorized to do so.” 
Thereupon it would become the duty of the State court “to stay all fur- 

ther proceedings in the cause.” ‘This being done, the prosecu- 
(519) tion would “be held to be removed to the Circuit Court, and any 

further proceedings, trial, or judgment therein in the State 
court,” would be void. The statute above recited so expressly declares 
and provides. The case is not removed, the State court does not lose 
its jurisdiction, until the writ last mentioned is so delivered to its clerk. 
The State court cannot know of the intended removal, except in the 
way thus prescribed. The statute, on purpose, prescribes such method 
of procedure in ease of criminal prosecution; and it in like manner 
preseribes that “the clerk of the Cireuit Court shall issue a writ of 
certiorari to the State court,” In case of the removal of other causes of 
other classes, “requiring it to send to the Cireuit Court the record and 
proceeding in the cause.” These writs, and the proper service of them, 
are essential to perfect the jurisdiction of the Cireuit Court and put an 
end to that of the State court. The method of removal preseribed so 
expressly requires, and no other method is prescribed in terms or by 
implication. Any other method adopted by the courts, for the sake of _ 
convenience, or to cure irregular or defective procedure, would put a 
very delicate subject, regulated by statute, at the discretion of the courts, 
and lead to intolerable confusion. The only just and tolerable course is 
to observe the statute, at least, substantially in all respects. 

In the present ease the clerk of the Circuit Court did not issue a writ 
of habeas corpus cum causa, as he should have done. The paper-writing 
he signed by his deputy, and had served on the clerk of the State 
court, was not such writ in form or substance, nor does it purport to be. 
It was not the writ the law prescribed and required to be issued 1n such 
cases, nor did it charge the State court with notice, and put an end to its 
jurisdiction of the prosecution. J+ is more like a writ of certtorari, 
and was probably intended to be such, but it was not addressed to the 
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State court or any of its officers; it was addressed to the marshal of the 
district, commanding him to make known the facts recited. 

Such writs must be addressed to the parties commanded and (520) 
. required by them to do the matters and things therein speci- _ 
fied to be done. The State court was not bound to take notice of and 
treat the paper-writing delivered to its clerk as the writ of certiorari 
Gf that writ could have been appropriate in this ease), prescribed by 
the statute. See appropriate forms of such writs in Dillon on Removal 
of Causes, p. 87; Spear on Removal of Causes, pp. 109, 110. 

It appears that the petition of the defendants was not presented to the 
Circuit Court while it was in session, nor to the clerk thereof at his 
office out of term-time, but it was presented to his deputy, who filed it in 
the clerk’s office, and entered the cause on the docket of the court. The 
Attorney-General insisted, on the argument, that the deputy clerk could 
not receive and pass upon and file the petition and the certificate of 
counsel accompanying it. The presentation of the petition is impor- 
tant—must be made to the court, if it be in session, or to the clerk in 
vacation time. The statute so expressly requires. To what end is this 
required? Obviously to the end the court or clerk may examine and 
allow it to be filed. It must be seen and adjudged that it is sufficient, 
upon its face, to serve the purpose contemplated by it. It must be, in 
substance, a petition alleging the essential facts, and accompanied by 
the certificate of counsel, and the court or clerk, as prescribed, must so 
determine. Granting that the deputy might act in the name of and for 
the clerk in all matters simply ministerial in their nature, he could not 
do so im matters judicial in their nature, requiring the exercise of his 
official judgment and discretion, unless authorized to do so by statute. 
In such matters the law charges the clerk to act for and by himself, and 
not by another. In such case the action of the deputy would be void 
aud of no legal effect. 

While the Cireuit Court or the clerk must decide upon the sufficiency 
of the petition, and allow the same, if sufficient, it must appear 
by the writs issued to the State court that the Cireuit Court or (521) 
clerk allowed the petition; that it was filed and the cause entered 
upon the docket of that court. Surely it cannot be that the Circuit Court 
has the authority to simply command the State court to surrender its 
jurisdiction of an action and certify the record thereof to that court. 
Such procedure would be absurd, monstrous, and despotic! The process 
going from the Circuit Court to the State court must state the sub- 
stance of the ground of the authority of the former, and the purpose of 
the command of the writ. It is the writ thus framed and duly served 
that perfects the removal of the action, and puts an end to the jurisdic 
tion of the State court. The law does not invest the Circuit Court with 
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arbitrary authority, nor does it intend to transfer the jurisdiction in 
particular cases from the State court to that court simply by the lat- 
ter’s command. The authority and pertinent action must appear in 
an orderly and authorized way. Here it did not appear that the Cir- - 
cuit Court in session, or the clerk in vacation time, had allowed the peti- 
tion of the defendants to be filed; the contrary appears by the paper- 
writing served upon the clerk of the State court. It appears that the 
deputy clerk of the Circuit Court allowed the petition and filed it. This 
he had no authority to do. It cannot justly or reasonably be said that 
the Cireuit Court alone must decide that he had or had not such 
authority. The State court must, in the very nature of the matter, 
decide that a writ came to it, the nature and purpose of the com- . 
mand contained in it, and that it upon its face came from lawful 
authority. If the writ should upon its face show that it was unlawful 
and void, it would not, could not, serve the purpose of the law, and the 
State court would not, ought not, to recognize or act upon it. It is not 
sufficient to say that the Circuit Court would, in the course of proced- 
ure afterwards, correct the error and remand the case. The 
(522) State court is possessed of judicial authority, and it is its duty 
to part with its jurisdiction of cases only in the cases and in the 
way prescribed by law. Moreover, it is within its jurisdiction and 
authority to interpret and apply statutes of the United States in appro- 
priate cases, and such statutes are binding upon it in pertinent cases 
and connections. There is no conflict, in contemplation of law, be- 
tween the United States and State courts. Any seeming conflict arises 
from misapprehension and misapplication of the law, or from a willful 
purpose to pervert it. The State court must decide that it has or has 
not jurisdiction, and pertinent questions in that respect. Its errors 
may be corrected in an orderly, lawful way, by an authoritative jud1- 
cial tribunal. In this case it decided that the case before it was not 
removed to the Circuit Court of the United States, and proceeded to 
try and dispose of it in the ordinary course of procedure, and we think 
it did so correctly. 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Baird v. R. RB. 18 N. C., 609; 8. v. Pridgen, 151 N. C., 
652. . | 
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THE STATE v. PHILLIP HATLEY er at. 
Judgment—Punishment—C ertrorare. 


Upon a conviction the defendants were adjudged to be imprisoned and pay 
costs, but the court at the same time directed that if the defendants left 
the State within thirty days, no capias was to be issued; defendants did 
leave, but returned into the State very soon afterwards, when they were 
arrested and imprisoned: Held— 


1. That while the court had no power to banish the defendants, the judg- 
ment in respect to the imprisonment and costs was valid, and could be 
enforced upon their return to the State. 


2. That the defendants having failed to appeal from the judgment in apt time, 
a writ of certiorari would not be granted. 


Petition of defendants for writ of certiorari, heard before the (523) 
Supreme Court. 

The petitioners allege that at Fall Term, 1891, of Stanly eee 
Court they were tried upon an indictment for Kecping a disorderly 
house, and pleaded guilty to the charge with the understanding and 
agreement with the prosecutor in said cause that judgment was to be 
suspended upon the payment of costs; that the solicitor for the State 
prayed the judgment of the court, and the court thereupon made the 
following order: “Ordered by the court, that the defendants Philip 
Hatley and Martha Hatley be imprisoned for twelve months in the 
county jail, but if the defendants leave the State in thirty days no 
capias to issue; otherwise, capias do issue and defendants to be impris- 
oned for twelve months each. Judgment against defendants for costs, 
to be taxed by the clerk.” 

They further allege that their imprisonment is illegal, for that, 
upon being so sentenced, they left the State within thirty days from the 
expiration of the term of the court, and went to the State of South Caro- 
lina and remained there for . . . months, and returned about 7 De- 
cember, and they insist that they had complied with the judgment of the 
court, but the sheriff of Stanly County, in obedience to a capias issued | 
by the clerk of the Superior Court of said county, arrested them and 
imprisoned them in the common jail of the county, where they still 
remain. They also insist that their imprisonment is illegal, because 
the judgment of the court is an alternative judgment, and therefore void. 
They further insist that the judge transcended his power in passing sen- 
tence of banishment from the State as a punishment, which was illegal. 

The petitioners further say that, intending to comply with the judg- 
ment of the court, they did not april at the time the judgment was 
_ rendered, and having left the State within the time limited by 
the judgment, they did not take an appeal. | (524) 
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Attorney-General for the State. 
S. J. Pemberton for defendants. 


Davis, J., after stating the case: It is earnestly insisted by counsel 
for defendants that the judgment is an alternative judgment, and as 
such is void. 

Is it an alternative judgment? If so, the authorities are abundant 
to settle the question of its invalidity. ‘Strickland v. Cox, 102 N. C., 
411, and cases there cited. 

The court had no. power to pass a sentence of banishment, and we 
think the judgment of the court cannot be fairly construed as a judg- 
ment of banishment; if so, it would be void. The only judgment passed 
by the court was that the defendants be imprisoned twelve months, and 
the words, “but if the defendants leave,” etc., constitute no part of the 
sentence or judgment of the court, but were manifestly intended only 
as a note or memorandum directing the clerk to postpone the period at 
which the sentence shall go into execution, and not as a punishment for 
the defendants or an infliction upon some other community, predicated 
upon the assumption that it would be desirable and beneficial both to 
the community in which they were engaged in the bad calling of keep- 
ing a disorderly and disreputable house, and to the defendants, in giving 
them an opportunity to reform under new surroundings. 

Such course is not unfrequent, and though dictated by the best inten- 
tions to benefit the public as well as offenders, is not to be commended. 
We think it quite clear, when the defendants left the State and speedily 
returned (for it appears that the court was held in the latter part of 
October and they returned early in December), they came within ure 
condition upon which the clerk was to issue the capias. 

The application for the writ of certiorari is not as a état 

(525) tute for a lost appeal, for it is manifest that the defendants did 
not intend to appeal, and if they did, they have been guilty of 
laches, and the judgment, as we have seen, bets valid, the petition is 


Dene. 


Cited: In re Hinson, 156 N. C., 252. 
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THE STATE v. M. L. BARRINGER. 


BC ae ee Selling and Manufacture— Police Regulations— 
Statute, Suspension of. 


1. The statute, chapter 4, Private Laws 1891, prohibiting the manufacture of 
spirituous liquors within three miles of the Orphans’ Home, near Barium 
Springs, Iredell County, without the written permission of the superin- 
‘tendent of the home, is a constitutional exercise of the power of police 
regulation, and operates on those who, at and before the time of its 
enactment, were engaged in the manufacture of such mauers within the, 
prescribed territory. 


2. The fact that, upon the destruction of a portion of tie puting connected 
with the home, the inmates were removed temporarily to another place, 
while the buildings. were reconstructed, did not have the effect to sus- 
pend the operation of the statute. 


3. An act ey be in part a public statute and in part a private one. 


Inpicrment under chapter 4, Private Laws 1891, for sceannies lute 
spirituous liquors within three aniles of the Orphans’ Home, at or near 
Barium Springs, tried before McIver, J., at February Term, 1891, of 
TREDELL. 

The State offered evidence tending to show that the corporation had 
been regularly organized under its charter, and clected the superin- 
tendent, Rev. R. W. Boyd, and other officers; that the defendant had a 
‘distillery within three miles of said home, and had operated the same 
before the passage of said act and the establishment of said home, 
but had suspended for a time after the organization of the said (526) 
home; and then, afterward, on 12 November, 1891, began dis- 
tilling spirits within the prohibited distance; that after the corporation 
was organized, it located and established the home near Barium Springs, 
consisting of a 40-acre farm, the main building being the residence of 
the orphans and superintendent, and four or five other buildings, con- 
sisting of barns, etc.; that said distillery continued in operation by de- 
fendant from 12 November till the time of the finding of this indict- 
ment, but on 19 November, 1891, the main building of the home, to wit, 
the residence building, was burned; that temporarily the board of 
regents removed the orphans for care to a building near Statesville, some 
five miles from Barium Springs, but that neither the synod nor any other 
authority had changed the location of the home; that the board, of 
regents had determined to rebuild the burnt house, and plans to that 
end were now in progress, and the other buildings constituting a part of 
the home had not been burned, and had never been abandoned, but had © 
been all the while in use for the purposes appertaining to the home, and 
the defendant never had obtained the written consent of the superin- 
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tendent of the home to manufacture within three miles of the home. 
The evidence tending to show the above facts came out on direct and 
eross-examination of the State’s witnesses. 

Defendant offered no evidence. 

The defendant’s counsel contended that the act of the Legislature 
under which the bill was found was unconstitutional and void, and 
asked the court to so instruct the jury. This prayer was refused. 

There was a verdict of guilty, and judgment thereon, from which 
defendant appealed. 


(527) Attorney-General for the State. | 
D. M. Furches and Armfield & Turner (by breefs), for de- 
fendant. 


Crark, J.: Private Laws 1891, ch. 4, authorized the establishment 
of an orphans’ home at or near Barium Springs, in [redell County, and 
forbade, among other things, the manufacture of spirituous or malt 
liquors within three miles thereof. The orphans’ home was established 
at that point, and the defendant thereafter manufactured spirituous 
‘liquor within the forbidden distance without written permission of the 
superintendent thereof, as provided by the act. 

The power of the Legislature to make such enactments is beyond 
question (S. v. Stovall, 103 N. C., 416; 8S. v. Joyner, 81 N. C., 534; 
S. v. Moore, 104 N. C., 714), and has been exercised by each succeeding’ 
Legislature till, now, it is.estimated by some, that in one-half the area 
of the State the manufacture or sale of spirituous liquor is forbidden. 
Nor is the power of the Legislature to make such enactment restricted 
by the fact that prior to the passage of the act the defendant, under 
authority of a license, was already engaged in such manufacture within 
the three-mile limit, and no compensation has been made him for his 
outlays. This has been held by the United States Supreme Court, for 
the reason given by it, that “all property in this country is held under 
the implied obligation that the owner’s use of it shall not be injurious 
to the community.” Mugler v. Kansas, 123 U. S., 623 (663). And 
here the Legislature, in the exercise of its police power, has deemed it 
injurious for the defendant to manufacture liquor within three miles of 
an orphans’ home. 

- It is contended, however, that the enactment became invalid because 

the orphanage was subsequently abandoned. It 1s not necessary to eon- 
sider whether the principle laid down in 8S. v. Mvans, 106 N. C., 

(528) 752, applies to this case, for the evidenee, ehh is not conflicting, 

in no aspect of it supports the contention. It is in evidence that 

the main residence building was burned, and that temporarily the | 
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orphans were removed for shelter to Statesville, five miles distant, but 
that the authority which established the “orphans’ home” had not 
changed its location from Barium Springs; but, on the contrary, the 
regents. of the orphanage “had determined to rebuild the burnt house, 
and plans to that end were now in progress, and the other buildings con- 
stituting a part of such home had not been burned, and had never been 
abandoned, but had been all the while in use for the purposes apper- 
taining to the home.” Indeed, it appears that the defendant was en- 
gaged in manufacturing spirituous liquor within the prescribed distance 
on 12 November, 1891, which was-after the establishment of the 
home, and before the burning of the principal building, as above 
stated, on 19 November. But we prefer to rest our decision on the 
ground just stated—that it appears that, in fact, the home was never 
abandoned. 

Jt is, however, further contended that the provision in the act that 
it 1s unlawful to make, sell, give, or transmit to any inmate of the 
home, or anyone connected therewith, or to any person within three 
miles of said home, any spirituous or malt liquors, “without the written 
permission of the superintendent of the home,” is unconstitutional and 
void, as it makes the operation of the act within the territory depend 
upon the will of the superintendent. Suppose the act had forbidden 
the sale within these limits except upon a permit or prescription from 
a physician, or the sale within a county except upon a license from the 
county commissioners, or within a town except upon a permit from the 
county commissioners, and then only when endorsed by the town author- 
‘ities—would such restriction have been invalid? By what constitu- 
tional provision is the legislative discretion so restricted that it is for- 
bidden from placing the power to authorize such sale within 
this three-mile district in the person designated in this act? (529) 
Indeed, authority conferred very similar to this is held valid in 
S. v. Yopp, 98 N. C., 477. Besides, an act may be constitutional in 
part and unconstitutional in part. Johnson v. Winslow, 63 N. C., 552. 
The Legislature had the power to forbid the manufacture and sale of 
spirituous liquor within this territory. It clearly exercised this power. 
Tf, for any reason, it had no power to authorize the superintendent of 
the home, notwithstanding, to permit, in his discretion, such sale or 
manufacture, such authority, or attempt to authorize, would be null and 
void. The act, so far as it prohibited the sale or manufacture of liquors 
within those limits, would remain valid and would simply be subject to 
no exeeption, if the exception be invalid. In fact, however, it is too 
well established to admit of controversy that the manufacture and sale 
of spirituous liquors is a subject of police regulation by the Legislature, 
and the advisability or propriety of the regulation here made is a mat- 
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ter for legislative discretion. No constitutional provision prohibits it, 
and the courts are not authorized to supervise or interfere with matters 
left to the legislative department. Powell v. Pennsylvania, 127 U. S., 
678. It may be noted that while the act incorporating the home is a 
private statute, the provision therein against the sale of spirituous 
liquors is public and need not be averred in the indictment. S. v. 
Wallace, 94. N. C., 827. This is not unusual. Many public statutes 
contain provisions which are in the nature of private acts, and ce 
versa. Durham v. R: R., 108 N. C., 399; 8S. v. Wallace, supra. 

No error. | 3 


Cited: S&. v. Snow, 117 N. C., 776; Broadfoot v. Fayettevilie, 121 
N. C., 422; Guy v. Comrs., 122 N. C:, 474; Green v. Owen, 125 N. se 
2225 s. v. ‘Shara wb., 6382; Barley v. Raleigh, 130 N. C., 218; 8. 
Knotts, 181 N. C., 706; 8. ». Ray, ib., 817; 8. ». Paiiersen, 134 N. 0. 
615; S. v. Holloman, 139 N. C., 646; S. v. Poner, 141 N. C., 762; 8. v. 
Wolf, 145 N. C., 445; S. v. Blake, 157 N. Cx 609; Newell v. Green, 169 
N. C., 463. : 7% 


(530) 
. THE STATE v. F. 8S. CRANE. , 


Fornication and Adultery—Evidence—T rial—J uror—V erdict—Judge’s 
Charge. 


1: A new trial will not be awarded for the admission of iecpss evi- 
dence, where it appears that the evidence was subsequently withdrawn, 
and the jury instructed not to consider it, or to consider it only as bear- 
ing upon a particular aspect of the case to which it was relevant. 


2. Upon the trial of an indictment for fornication and adultery, the defendant, 
being examined as a witness, denied his guilt, and swore that he was 
surprised at the charge when he first heard of it, and that his wife had 
never made such a charge, or referred to it: Held, that his admission 
that he did know of:the charge prior to the time to which he had 
sworn, and. that he had been charged by his wife with the offense, was 
competent in contradiction. 3 


3. Where the State relies upon circumstantial evidence of such kind that 
each circumstance is a necessary link, an instruction to the jury that it is 
incumbent on the State to establish each circumstance beyond a reason- 
able doubt would be proper; but where various independent circum- 
stances are relied upon to establish a fact, an instruction that the jury 
must be satisfied, upon the whole evidence, of the guilt of the defendant, 
is sufficient. 


4. Upon a motion to set aside a verdict on the ground that a a had. been 
tampered with, the finding by the trial judge of the fact that the juror 
had not been influenced by the effort to topaer with a is conclusive. 


Avery, J., dissented. 
374 


Nel FEBRUARY TERM, 1892. 


STATE v. CRANE. 

Inpicrment for fornication and adultery, tried at Fall Term, 1891, 
of Unton, before Hoke, J. 

The State offered one T. J. Ezzell as a witness, who testified that he 
and Dr. Rone were appointed to go and see defendant and ask him 
about the charges preferred against him, and that they went to him and 
had a conversattion with him on 29 May, 1890; that Dr. Rone read to 
the defendant, at the request of the witness, the following paper: 

“We, the undersigned citizens of Marion and vicinity, do (5381) 
hereby this day, this 28 May, 1890, have decided that you, F. S. 
Crane, by your conduct, have brought shame and reproach upon your 
family, and we have decided that we will tolerate it no longer, unless 
you change your manner of living and treatment to your wife and 
children, if we have to appeal to the laws of our land to do so. 

“We understand that you have proposed to your wife that you will 
return home if she will bring her two oldest daughters home and let you 
satisfy your carnal appetite upon one (Signed by witnesses Ezzell, 
Rone, and others.) 

That defendant said, in answer to an inquiry as to his guilt or imno- 

cence after this paper was read to him, that he had been guilty of keep- 
ing the oldest girl (his stepdaughter and codefendant in this bill) for 
some three or four years, but that the other girl was innocent. 
- Defendant objected to the introduction of the paper above ‘recited, 
for the reason that it purported to be the resolutions of an indignation 
meeting based entirely upon hearsay, and wholly ex parte as to him, 
and was calculated to mislead the jury and prejudice his cause. The 
court stated to the jury that the paper was not itself evidence of defend- 
ant’s guilt, nor of the facts therein stated, nor as purporting to give the 
proceedings of any meeting, nor that any meeting had been held, but 
was admitted simply as a part of the conversation between the witness 
and the defendant, and in order to make defendant’s answer to witness’s 
question intelligible, and permitted the paper to be read for this purpose. 
Defendant excepted. 

In the charge the court cautioned the jury as to the restricted (532) 
purpose for which the paper was permitted to be read. 

The witness Ezzell further testified that he said to defendant that 
he was 65 years old, and this was the meanest thing he ever knew 
a man to be guilty of, black or white. That defendant replied, “Well, 
it’s the only mean thing you can bring against me.” Defendant ex- 
ad to the language of the witness Ezzell, which was overruled, and 
the defendant excepted. 

‘The defendant Crane was examined as a witness in his own behalf. 
He denied his guilt, and denied the admission testified to by witness 
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Ezzell. Among other things, he stated he was much surprised at hear- 
ing the charge made by Ezzell and Rone; that he had never had any 
information before that time that he was suspected of being too inti- 
mate with his stepdaughter; that his wife had never made any charge 
against him, nor referred to it. He further denied that he had ever 
stated to one J. T. Rogers, some time in June or July, 1890, shortly 
after the conversation with Ezzell, that his wife had left him at Green- 
wood, 8. C., some time in February or March, 1890, because she said 
he wished to sleep with her two oldest daughters, etc. 

The witness Rodgers was examined by the State, and testified that in 
June or July, 1890, in South Carolina, the defendant approached wit- 
ness, and they had a conversation. Witness asked defendant why his 
wife had left him at Greenwood. Defendant replied that his wife told 
him when she went back to Marion (defendant being absent) that she 
left him because he wished to sleep with her girls. Witness asked, which 
girls? Defcndant said her oldest girls. Witness asked if her com- 
plaint was that he wished to sleep with them to take care of them, or 
gratify his evil nature; to which defendant replied, for the reason that 
he wished to gratify his evil nature. 

Defendant objected to this evidence for the reason that the 

(533) sole effect was to mislead the jury, and lay before them declara- 

tions of his wife in defendant’s absence; that there was nothing 

therein in the shape of a confession, and the evidence could only mis- 
lead. The evidence was admitted, and the defendant excepted. 

The court told the jury, in reference to this evidence, that the declara- 
tions of the wife, made in the defendant’s absence, was not evidence of 
his guilt, and not substantive evidence on that question; that the conver- 
sations were admitted as statements of the defendant, tending to contra- 
dict or impeach his evidence, and should only be considered for such. 
purpose. | 7 

There was a large amount of evidence both for the State and the 
defendant. That for the State included quite a number of witnesses. 
who testified to facts and circumstances tending to fix guilt on the de- 
fendant, occurring at different times and independent of each other. 
There was also two confessions of defendant to having had adulterous 
intercourse with his stepdaughter continuously for two or three years 
prior to the bill of indictment. The one to the witness Ezzell above 
referred to, and another to one J. B. Sullivan. The defendant asked 
the court to instruct the jury as follows: 

“In this case the State relies in a large measure upon evidence of — 
circumstances, and it is incumbent on the State, therefore, to prove all 
the circumstances on which it relies, beyond a reasonable doubt, and 
it is the duty of the jury in passing upon the guilt or innocence of the 
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defendant to discard any and all circumstances that are not so proven.” 
The court declined to give this instruction, and the defendant excepted. 

The court charged the jury, explaining the nature of the charge 
and the evidence as it. bore upon it, and pointed out to the jury what — 
evidence was to be considered as substantive evidence, and what was only 
corroborative and impeaching, and told the jury that, before they could 
convict the defendant, they must be satisfied upon the whole 
evidence, as so classified and applied; that the defendant was in (534) 
the habit of having sexual intercourse with his stepdaughter, 
Jennie Helms, and within two years prior to the finding of the bill of 
indictment; that one act of adulterous intercourse was not sufficient to 
make out the charge, nor two, nor three, but the jury must be satisfied 
that such intercourse was habitual between the parties within the pre- 
seribed period; they must be so satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt; 
they must be so convinced of defendant’s guilt as to exclude every other 
reasonable hypothesis, and if, on the whole evidence, they were so 
convinced, they should return a verdict of guilty, and, if otherwise, 
they should return a verdict of not guilty. There was a verdict of 
guilty. 7 

After the verdict was rendered, the defendant offered the affidavit of 
D. F. Sapp, one of the jurors who tried the cause, tending to show 
that he had been tampered with; but the court found, as a fact, that 
the juror had not been influenced by the effort of the witness Watson to 
tamper with him, and declined to disturb the verdict. 

From sudgment rendered by the court, the defendant appealed. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
D. A. Covington, J. B. Batchelor, and John Devereux, Jr., for de- 
fendant. 


Crark, J.: As to the first exception, it is unnecessary to discuss 
whether the question was incompetent, for, if that be conceded, the 
error, 1f any, was cured by the explicit imstruction to the jury at the 
time, and again in the charge, that the recital of facts in the question 
was not admitted as evidence, and was not to be considered as such by 
the jury. S. v. Collons, 93 N. C., 564; Bridgers v. Dill, 97 N. C., 922; 
S. v. Hiler, 104 N. C., 853; Blake ». Broughton, 107 N. C., 220. In 
S. v. Collins, supra, the defendants were indicted for the larceny 
of some hams. The confessions of one of the defendants was (535) 
erroneously received in evidence against the other. After one 
of defendants’ counsel had spoken, and when the solicitor was addressing 
the jury, the judge withdrew from the jury the confessions, and it was 


held that this cured the error. The point is well considered by Ashe, J., 


who cites with approval the older cases, S. v. May, 15 N. C., 328; 8. v. 
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Davis, id., 612; and McAllister v. McAllister, 34 N. C., 184. Indeed, 
our authorities are uniform on this subject. If juries should be deemed 
incompetent to comprehend, or unable to obey, so plain a direction 
as that a paper read in their hearing is “not to be considered as evi- 
dence, and that it had only been admitted to make the defendant’s reply 
' to it (when read to him) intelligible’—if so low an estimate should be 
placed upon juries, then the jury system is a failure, and should have 
no place in our jurisprudence. If unable to comprehend this, why so. 
often contention whether instructions, frequently far more abstruse, 
should be given to the jury? But such a view is an unjust one; the jury 
is an essential part of the judicial system among every English-speaking 
people, and while not perfect, the experience of ages and the observation 
of the present are that it performs fairly well its part. Certainly no 
better substitute has ever been found. To underrate the intelligence 
of twelve honest, impartial men who try the questions of fact submitted 
to them is a mistake. When aided by a just and intelligent judge, their 
verdicts are generally correct. Jurors are not expected to possess legal 
training. Their province is not to pass on questions of law. But their 
grasp of the facts is usually just and accurate, and probably not a court 
passes that upon the jury there are not men of equal mental capacity 
with the judge who presides, or the counsel who addresses them. Jurors 

are not in their nonage, and it is not just to underrate their in- 
(536) telligence. This Court has heretofore said as much in 8. r. 

Jacobs, 106 N. C., 695. 

The second exception is without merit. The jury were entitled to 
the benefit of the quasi admission, and the language of the witness was 
necessarily given as a part of the conversation. 

The third exception is equally without merit. The defendant, who 
was a witness in his own behalf, denied, on his examination, that he 
had stated to one Rodgers that his wife had left him in February or 
March, 1890, because she said he wished to sleep with her daughters, 
and said his wife had never charged him with it, nor referred to it. 
He had also testificd that he had never been charged by his wife, or bv 
anyone else, with such offense till the witness Ezzell and one Rone 
charged him with it on 29 May, 1890, and that he had, therefore, been 
much surprised when it was made by them; never having had so much 
as an intimation before that time that he was suspected of being too 
intimate with his stepdaughters. It was, therefore, competent to prove 
by Rodgers that the defendant did make such statement to him.in June 
or July, 1890, of what his wife had alleged when she left him in Febru- 
ary, 1890. The court instructed the jury that it was uot substantive 
evidence, but was admitted only to contradict or impeach defendant’s . 
testimony. That his wife had left him, and that defendant admitted 
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she had given such conduct on his part as the reason for doing so, was 
competent in view of his denial of any intimation of such charge having 
been made, and somewhat corroborative of the evidence of his two ad- 
missions of being guilty of the crime charged. 

The prayer for instruction was properly refused. When the State 
relies upon a chain of circumstances, such that each circumstance is a 
necessary link in the chain, it would then be proper to charge that “a 
chain is no stronger than its weakest link”; but when various facts and 
circumstances are relied on, as in this case, to prove a fact, it 
would not be correct to charge, as asked, that “It was incumbent (537) 
upon the State to prove all the circumstances on which it relies, 
beyond a reasonable doubt.” If, however, the prayer did not mean this, 
then upon the only other construction which can be placed on it, it 
was substantially given in the charge of the court that, “upon the whole 
evidence,” the jury must be satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt of 
defendant’s guilt, and if not, they must acquit him. 

As to the fifth and last exception, the court found as a fact that “the 
juror had not been influenced by the effort of the witness Watson.” The 
finding of such fact by the presiding judge, who is far better acquainted 
with the surroundings than we can possibly be, is conelusive, and we 
cannot look into the affidavits, whether one or more, to reverse such 
finding. We need not, therefore, consider whether the verdict of the 
jury could be impeached by one of its members. Certainly, it cannot 
be maintained that, as a matter of law, the verdict must be set aside 
because a juror is spoken to, when it is found as a fact that the verdict 
was not affected thereby. S. v. Morris, 84 N. C., 756; 8. v. Brittain, 
89 N. C., 481. Such a principle would place every verdict at sea when- 
ever the losing party might be anticipatory and adroit enough to pro- 
cure a witness of the winning side to address an improper remark to one 
of the jurors. When it appears only that there was opportunity whereby © 
to influence the jury, but not that the jury was influenced—merely 
“opportunity and chance for it—a new trial is in the discretion of the 
presiding judge.” 8. v. Brittain, supra; S. v. Gould, 90 N. C., 658, 
S.v. Miller, 18 N. C., 500, and especially S. v. Tilghman, 33 N. C., 513, 
where this point is elaborately diseussed by Pearson, J. 

No error. 


Cited: Wilson v. Mfg. Co., 120 N. C., 96; 8. vo. Flemming, 130 N. C., 
689; Gattis v. Kilgo, 131 N. C., 208; 8S. v. Boggan, 133 N. C., 766; 
S. v. Hxum, 188 N. C., 606; 8. v. West, 152 N. C., 884; S. v. McKenzie, | 
166 N. C., 297; S. vo. Trull, 169 N. C., 367; S. vo. Lunsford, 177 N. C., 
119; S. v. Baldwin, 178 N. C., 691; S. vo. Lovelace, «b., 770. 
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(538) 
THE STATE v. W. T. CUTSHALL. 


Jurisdiction—E xtra- 
territorial Cromes—Statute—Legislative Powers. 


Bagama 


The statute of North Carolina (The Code, sec. 988) which declares that 
‘““Any person who being married, shall marry any other person during 
the life of the former husband or wife, whether the second marriage 
shall have taken place in the State of North Carolina or elsewhere, 
shall be guilty of felony,” is an unconstitutional exercise of legislative 
power, and inoperative in so far as it attempts to constitute a second, or 

_ bigamous, marriage in another state without the subsequent living to- 
gether of the parties, a crime in North Carolina. 


SHEPHERD, J., concurring, and Merrimon, C. J., dissenting. 


Tue defendant was arraigned at August ‘erm, 1891, of the Criminal 
Court of Mecxiensure, before Meares, J., upon the following indict- 
ment : 

“The jurors for the State, upon fey oaths, do present, that W. T. 
Cutshall, late of Mecklenburg County, on 1 jana, 1880, did marry 
a woman whose name is to the jurors unknown, and the said person 
last mentioned the said W. T. Cutshall then and there had for a wife, 
and that the said W. T. Cutshall afterwards, to wit, on 1 March, 1890, 
with force and arms, in York County, South Carolina, feloniously and 
unlawfully did marry and take to wife one Susan Ella Pickard, of the 
county of Mecklenburg, in the State of North Carolina, and to the 
said Susan Ella Pickard then and there was married, the said unknown 
woman, his former wife, being then alive, contrary to the form of the 
statute in such case made and provided, and against the peace and dig- 
nity of the State. 

“And the jurors aforesaid, upon their oaths aforesaid, do further pre- 
sent that said W. T. Cutshall, late of Mecklenburg County, on 1 Janu- 
ary, 1880, did marry one --.................-.. , 2 woman whose name is to the 

jurors unknown, and the said person last mentioned the said 
(539) W. T. Cutshall then and there had for a wife, and that the said 

W. T. Cutshall afterwards, to wit, on 1 March, 1890, with forec 
and arms, in York County, South Carolina, feloniously and unlawfully 
did marry and take to wife one Susan Ella Pickard, of the county of 
Mecklenburg, in the State of North Carolina, and to the said Susan Ella 
Pickard then and there was married, and afterwards, to wit, on said 1 
March, 1890, did return to Mecklenburg County, North Carolina, with 
said Susan Ella Pickard, and then and there did live with her as man 
and wife, the said unknown woman, his former wife, being then alive, 
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contrary to the form of the statute in such case made and seeped: and 
against the peace and dignity of the State. 

“And the jurors aforesaid, upon their oaths aforesaid, do further 
present that W. T. Cutshall, late of Mecklenburg County, on 1 January, 
1880, did marry one .............-..-.-... , 2 woman whose name is to the jurors 
unknown, and the said person last mentioned the said W. T. Cutshall 
then and there had for a wife, and that the said W. TT. Cutshall after- 
wards, to wit, on 1 March, 1890, being then and there a resident of 
the county of Mecklenburg and State of North Carolina, with force and 
arms feloniously and unlawfully did procure and induce one Susan 
Ella Pickard to accompany him to York County, in the State of South 
Carolina, with intent then and there unlawfully and feloniously to mar- 
ry the said Susan Ella Pickard, the said unknown woman, his former 
wife, being then alive, and with intent thereafter to return to the county 
of Mecklenburg and State of North Carolina, and to live with the said 
Susan Ella Pickard as his wife, and intending thereby to commit a 
fraud upon the laws of North Carolina against the crime of bigamy, 
and that the said W. T. Cutshall, on the said 1 March, 1890, with force 
and arms feloniously, and in pursuance of the said fraudulent intent, 
' did procure and induce said Susan Ella Pickard to accompany 
him to York County, in said State of South Carolina, and her, (540) 
the said Susan Ella Pickard, with force and arms, feloniously 
and unlawfully then and there did marry and take to wife, the said 
unknown woman, his former wife, being then alive, and that thereafter, 
to wit, on said 1 March, 1890, the said W. T. Cutshall, with force and 
arms, feloniously and unlawfully, and in pursuance of his said fraudu- 
lent purpose, did return to the county of Mecklenburg and State of 
North Carolina, and then and there did bed and cohabit with the said 
Susan Ella Pickard, contrary to the form. of the statute in such case 
made and provided, and against the peace and dignity of the State.” 

A nolle prosequi was entered as to the third count. Upon being called 
upon to plead, the defendant moved to quash the indictment, which 
motion was allowed, and the State appealed. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Avesry, J.: The Code, sec. 988, provides that “If any person, being 
married, shall marry any other person during the life of the former hus- 
band or wife, whether the second marriage shall have taken place in the 
State of North Carolina or elsewhere, every such offender, and every 
other person counseling, aiding or abetting such offender, shall be guilty 
of a felony, and imprisoned in the penitentiary or county jail for any 
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term not less than four months nor more than ten years, and any such 
offense may be dealt with, tried, determined, and punished in the county 
where the offender shall be apprehended or be j in custody, as if the offense 
had been actually committed in that county.” 

The general rule is that the laws of a country “do not ne effect be- 
youd its territorial limits, because it has neither the intcrest nor the 

power to enforce its will,’ and no man suffers criminally for 
(541) acts done outside of its confines. 1 Bishop Cr. L. (7 Ed.) sees. 

109 and 110; People v. Tyler, 3 Cooley (Mich.), at wbid., 4: 
Cooley, 335; 8. 2 anne. 83 N. C., 616; 8. vo. Brown, 2 N. C., 100; 
S. v. Mitchell, 33 N. C., 674. 

In S. v. Ross, 76 N. C., 242, the Court said: “Our laws have no 
extra-territorial operation, and do not attempt to prohibit the marriage 
in South Carolina of blacks and whites domiciled in that State,” thus 
recognizing the principle, generally accepted in America, that a state 
will take cognizance, as a rule, only of offenses commited within its 
boundaries. Among the exceptions to this general rule are the cases 
where one, being at the time in another state or country, does a criminal 
act which takes effect in our own State, as where one who is abroad ob- 
tains goods by false pretences or circulates libels in our own State, and 
contrary to our laws or from a point beyond the lines of our State fires 
a gun or sets in motion any force that inflicts an injury within the State, 
for which a criminal indictment will lie. 1 Bishop Cr. Law, see. 110; 
Horn v. State, 4 Texas, 659 ; Cambose v. Mappell, 2 Wash. eOk C. 
R.), 98. 

Persons guilty of such acts are liable to indictment and punishment 
when they venture voluntarily within the territorial bounds of the 
offended sovereignty, or when, under the provisions of extradition laws 
or the terms of treaties, they are allowed to be brought into its limits to 
answer such charges. 

Asa rule, the validity of marriages contracted in any foreign country 
must be determined by the courts of another nation with reference 
“to the law of the country wherein they exchange the mutual consent 
to be husband and wife, which consent alone is by the law of nature a 
perfect marriage.” 1 Bish. on M. and D., secs. 855 and 856; S. v. Ross, 
supra. Such marriages may be declared unlawful, not simply because 
they are contrary to the law of the state in which the question arises, 

but for the reason that they fall under the condemnation of all 
(542) civilized nations, like marriages between persons very nearly 
related or those that are polygamous. 1 Bish. M. and D., sees. 
857 to 862. So a foreigner, not accredited to another government as a 
representative of his own nation, is subject to the law of the country 
ii which he may travel or establish a temporary domicile, and may be 


382 


N.O.j FEBRUARY TERM, 1892. 


STATE v. CUTSHALL. 


tried in its tribunals for any violation of its criminal laws while within 
its territorial limits. 

Wheaton International Law, sec. 127, note 77, says: “In Great 
Britain, France, and the United States the general principle is to re- 
gard crimes as of territorial jurisdiction. . . The question whether 
a state shall punish a foreigner for a crime previously committed 
abroad against that state or its subjects also depends upon its system 
respecting punishing generally for crimes committed abroad, Great 
GBritair and the Tee States respecting strictly the principle of the 
ter ritoriality of crime.’ 

While, in our external relations with other nations, our Federal head, 
the United States, is the only sovereign for the purpose of internal 
government, such portion of the sovereign power as has not been sur- 
rendered to the general government is retained by the states. 11 A. & Hs 
440, cand notes. | 

In the exercise of their reserved powers, especially j m ne execution 
of the criminal law, questions arise which are settled and determined 
either according to the principles of international law or by analogy 
to them. It is contended that nothing but comity between nations, in 
the absence of express provisions of treaties, prevents one nationality 
from making laws to punish persons who commit criminal offenses in 
another country and afterwards come within its territory, and that 
admitting this principle to be correct, there can be no treaty stipula- 
tion, and there is in fact no constitutional inhibition, that restricts 
the Legislature of one of our internal sovereignties from enacting laws 
to punish a person who comes into its domain, so as to be ap- 
prehended there, for a crime committed in a sister state. (543) 

Article 29 of the confirmatory charter granted by Henry III, 
provided that “No freeman should be taken or imprisoned or disseized 
of freehold or liberties, or free customs, or be outlawed or exiled, or any 
' otherwise destroyed, nor will we pass upon him or condemn him but 
by lawful judgment of his peers, or by the law of the land.” 

Inthe formal Declaration of Independence the King of Great Britain, 
after being charged with many violations of fundamental principles 
and invasions of common rights, was arraigned before the world “for 
depriving us in many cases of trial by jury; for transporting us beyond 
the seas to be tried for pretended offenses.”’. This language evinces the 
purpose of our representatives to risk their lives and their fortunes, 
in part at least, to secure not simply the ancient right of trial by jury, 
but trial by a jury of the vicinage within easy reach of all evidence 
material for the vindication of the accused, where the charge might 
prove. unfounded upon a fair investigation. 
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During the same year these principles were embodied in the Declara- 
tion of Rights by the Colonial Congress, in what now constitutes sections 
13 and 17 of Article I of the Constitution, which are as follows: “13. 
No person shall be convicted of any crime but by the unanimous verdict 
of a jury of good and lawful men.” See. 17: “No person ought to be 
taken, emprisoned, or disseized of his freehold, liberties, or privileges, 
or outlawed or exiled, or wn any manner deprived of his life, liberty, or 
property, but by the law of the land.” : 

Not only has section 18 been construed to guarantee to every, person 
(whether a citizen of this State or of another Commonwealth) a trial by 
jury in all cases, which are so triable at common law (such as an in- 
dictment for a felony), but a trial by his peers of the vicinage, unless, 

after indictment, it should appear to the judge necessary to re- 
(544) move the case to some neighboring county in order to secure a 

fair trial. Judge Cooley says (Const. Lim., marg. pp. 319, 320) : 
‘Many of the incidents of a common-law trial by a jury are essential 
elements of right. The jury must be indifferent between the prisoner 
and the Commonwealth; and to secure impartiality challenges are al- 
lowed, both for cause and also peremptory without assigning cause. 
The jury must also be summoned from the vicinage where the crime 
is supposed to have been committed; and the accused will thus have the 
benefit on his trial of his own good character and standing with his 
neighbors, 1f these he has preserved, and also of such knowledge as the 
jury may possess of the witness who may give evidence against him. He 
will also be able with more certainty to: secure the attendance of his own 
witnesses.” Kirk v. State, 1 Cold. (Tenn.), 344; Armstrong v. State, 
1 Cold., 338; S. v. Denton, 6 Cold., 539. This strong language is used 
in commenting upon the clause which, in substantially the same terms, 
guarantees the right of trial by jury in all serious criminal prosecutions 
in every one of the states. 

Mr. Charles A. Dana published some years since an article in his 
paper, the New York Sun, which it was claimed was libelous in its 
strictures upon the conduct of a public official at Washington City, 
and Judge Blatchford, upon his being arrested in New York City by 
virtue of a warrant of a United States commissioner and brought to 
Washington, heard the facts, after granting a writ of habeas corpus, 
and discharged the prisoner. Matter of Dana, 7 Ben. (D. ©.), 1. 
Commenting upon this case, Judge Cooley said: “It would have been 
a singular result of.a revolution, where one of the grievances complained 
of was the assertion of a right to send parties abroad for trial, if it 
should have been found that an editor might be seized anywhere in the 
‘Union and transported by a Federal officer to every territory in which 
his paper might find its way, to be tried in each in succession 
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for offenses which consisted in a single act not actually done in (545) 
any of them.” If every state of the American Union should 

enact a statute identical in its terms with that under which the indict- 
ment is drawn (The Code, sec. 988), the enforcement of these laws might 
lead to just such a series of prosecutions as the learned jurist seemed to 
consider so absurd, outrageous, and palpable a violation of a funda- 
mental right asserted in our own national Magna Carta, the Declara- 
tion of Independence. The defendant might travel through any or all 
of the states, and be apprehended or in custody in any one or all of them, 
and thus subject himself to indictments for an offense not committed 
in. any jurisdiction where he is tried. 

Every state has embodied in its organic law the guarantee that no 
person shall be taken or imprisoned, etc., “but by the law of the land,” 
and this term Judge Cooley treats as synonymous with “due process of 
law.” Const. Lim., marg. p. 353. “Due process of law not only requires 
that a party shall be properly brought into court, but that he shall have 
the opportunity when in court to establish any fact which, according 
to the usages of the common law or the provisions of the Constitution, 
would be a protection to him or his property.” Cooley’s Const. Lim. 
(4 Ed.), 460 (marg. p. 369); Taylor v. Miles, 5 Kansas, 498. 

In Hoke v. Henderson, 15 N. C., 16, Chief Justice Ruffin said: 
“The clause itself (Art. I, sec. 17, Const.) means that such legislative 
acts as profess in themselves directly to punish persons, or to deprive 
the citizen of his property, without trial before the judicial tribunals, 
and a decision upon the matter of rights, as determined by the laws 
under which it vested, according to the course, mode and usages of the 
common law as derived from our forefathers, are not effectually laws 
of the land’ for those purposes.” 

After the Federal Constitution had been ratified, the people (546) 
of the states, with the recollection of the flagrant invasion of 
their rights by transporting freemen abroad to be tried for “pre- 
tended offenses” still fresh, amended it so that, says Ordronaux, “the 
crime and its punishment are attached to the jurisdiction within which 
it was committed.” Ordronaux Const. Leg., 259; Posen of U.S., 
Art. IIT, sec. 2, clause 3. 

These aidendracnts apply only to Federal buna: but the fact 
that they were prohibited from trying, except in the state where the 
crime should be committed, 1s evidence of a purpose to put it beyond 
the power of Congress to have a citizen tried for a criminal offense 
except by a jury of the vicinage, and at a point not so remote as to de- 
prive him of the benefit of his witnesses. 

Another amendment (Art. IV, sec. 2, ch. 2) supplements that already 
referred to, and shows by its terms that the purpose in enacting it was 
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to definitely localize the forum of every crime committed by a person 
not in the land of naval forces, by providing for the extradition of 
criminals on demand of the Governor “to the state having jurisdiction of 
the crime.” It was evidently contemplated by the framers of the Con- 
stitution that, ordinarily, there would be but one state where a crime 
could be properly said to have been committed and whose courts would 
have cognizance of it. It was natural that they should cling to the 
old territorial rule which limited the jurisdiction to the courts of the 
county. | a ee 

The State of South Carolina was the sovereign whose authority was 
disregarded when the bigamous marriage was celebrated. If the de- 
fendant married a second time in South Carolina, or elsewhere outside 
of North Carolina, the act had no tendency at the time to affect society 
here, nor can that unlawful conduct be punished as a violation of our 
criminal laws. On. the other hand, the completed act of entering imto 

a second marriage in a neighboring state 1s not analagous to the 
(547) cases where a mortal wound is inflicted in one state, and the 

wounded man lingers and dies from its effects within the limits 
ofeanother state during the next ensuing twelve months. 

Tt is needless now to discuss the question whether on account of the 
fact that the ultimate effect of the wound is the resulting death, the 
state in which the death occurs in such cases should not be held to.have 
common-law jurisdiction to try the murderer, since nearly all of the 
- states have enacted statutes providing for such trials, and some of them 
have declared such enactments essential. Commonwealth v. McLorn, 
101 Mass., 101; Bishop’s Cr. Law, sees. 112 to 117. Our statute 1s a 
reénactment of that passed in England, in the assertion of the almost 
omnipotent power of the Parliament; yet, as we have seen by reference 
to Wharton’s statement of the rule adopted in England as to jurisdic- 
tion of crimes, the courts of that country would ‘never have held “else- 
where” to refer to bigamy committed by citizens of other nationalities, 
but to second marriages contracted by her own subjects while a former’ 
wife or husband was living. Parliament is not, of course, prohibited 
by any constitutional provision from passing an act which makes a 
particular offense, contrary to the general rule, indictable and punish- 
able, not only in a country of England other than that in which it 1s 
committed, but when committed in a different dominion of the empire 
of a foreign land. Walls v. State, 32 Ark., 568; 2 Wharton’s Cr. Law, 
sec. 1685. The powers of Congress on this subject are well defined in the 
Constitution, and the powers of the states are limited by the clause 
we have cited and others, as well as by the nature of our government, 
containing, as we look upon it, internally, as many sovereignties as there 
are states. Our statute was not amended so as to incorporate the English 
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idea until The Code was enacted in 1883; but it seems that in most of 
those states where attention was attracted to the subject at an 
earlier date, the legislatures doubted their power to make the act (548) 
done in another state punishable as a felony, merely because 
the offender placed himself within reach of criminal process of his own 
state. But according to the express terms of their statutes, the offense 
was not the act of unlawfully marrying a second time, but the continuous 
bedding and cohabiting afterwards. oe v. Bradley, 2 
Cush., 552; Bower v. State, 59 Ala., 102; S. ». Palmer, 18 Vt., 570. 
The statute of the State of Missouri, by its very oane seems to caionnt 
to a recognition of the principle which, we insist, is the correct one. It 
provides that “Every person having a husband or wife living, who shall 
marry another person without this State, in any case where such mar- 
riage would be punishable if contracted or solemnized within this State, 
and shall afterwards cohabit with such person within this State, shall 
be adjudged guilty of bigamy, and punished in the same manner as if 
such second marriage had taken place within this State.” S. ». Fatz- 
gerald, 75 Mo., 571. It is the subsequent cohabitation, and not the fact 
that the person simply invades the jurisdiction of its courts, which sub- 
jects the offender to the same punishment as would the bigamous mar- 
riage had it been celebrated within that state. Under our statute we 
provide for the punishment of any person who has contracted a biga- 
mous marriage in another state, if he can " caught here, even in tran- 
situ to another state. 

The attempt to evade the organic law by making the coming into this 
State (after commiting an offense in another) a crime is too palpable, 
in view of the admitted fact that the Constitution of the United States 
gives to citizens of all the states the immunities and privileges of its 
own citizens, and of their guaranteed right, under the interstate com- 
merce clause, to pass through another state without arrest and inquiry 
into their accountability for offenses against their own sovereignty, but 
especially because the trial for the new felony involves an investigation 
of the original bigamy by a jury not of the vicinage and remote 
from the witnesses. (549) 

No court has ever questioned the power of a state to pass 
quarantine laws and statutes regulating the entrance of paupers within 
its limits, but this does not include the authority to impose a tax per 
capita, even on immigrants from a foreign nation arriving at its ports, 
or on passengers in transitu from one state to another. Norris v. Bos- 
ton, and Smith v. Turner, 6 Myers’ Fed. Digest, 665, 675, 677, 678 and 
684. Mr. Justice Wayne, mm the case last cited, said: “Some reliance 
in the argument was put upon the cases of Holmes v. Jennison, 14 
Peters, 546; Groves v. Slaughter, 15 Peters, 449; and ee v. Com- 
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monwealth, 16 Peters, 539, to maintain the discretion of a state to say 
who shall come to and live in it. Why either case should have beet 
cited for such a purpose I was at a loss to know, and have been more 
so from a subsequent examination of cach of them. All that is decided 
in Holmes v. Jennison is that the states of the Union have no constitu- 
tional power to give up fugitives from justice to the authorities of a 
nation from which they have fled. That it is not an international 
obligation to do so, and that all authority to make treaties for such a 
purpose is in the United States.” The learned justice, in a subsequent 
portion of the same opinion (p. 684), said: “I have never, in any in- 
stance, heard the case of Meln cited for the purpose of showing that per- 
sons are not within the regulating power of Congress over commerce, 
without at once saying to the counsel that that point had not been 
decided in that case. . . . Indeed, it would be most extraordinary 
if Gibbons v. Ogden, 9 Wheaton, 1, could be considered as having been 
reversed by a single sentence in the opinion of New York v. Miln, 11. 
Peters, 102, upon a point, too, not in any way involved in the certificate 
of division of opinion by which that case was brought to this Court. 
The sentence is that ‘they (persons) are not the subjects of commerce, 

and, not being imported goods, cannot fall within a train of 
(550) reasoning founded upon a construction of a power given to 

Congress to regulate commerce, and the prohibition to the states 
from imposing a duty on imported goods.” It thus appears that the 
language relied upon to sustain the assertion on the part of a state of the 
power to legislate in reference to persons coming from a foreign country 
has been expressly declared a dictum, and overruled. This principle ap- 
proved by the Court is still more explicitly stated in enderson v. New 
York, 2 Otto, 259, and in Chy Lang v. Freeman, vbid., 275. The Court 
suggested in the latter case that, in the absence of all legislation on the 
subject. by Congress, a state might possibly assume authority to pro- 
hibit the entrance from abroad of “paupers and convicted criminals.” 
A treaty entered into by the United States at once operates as a repeal 
of all State laws repugnant to its provisions. Baker v. Portland, 5 
Saw., 566; Denn v. Herndon, 1 Paine, 59; In re Parrot, 1 Fed. Re- 
porter, 81; Gordon v. Kerr, 1 Wash., 322. “It 1s not competent for the 
legislature of a state to deprive a citizen of any other state of his legal 
or equitable rights under the Constitution and laws of Congress, by de- 
claring that they must be enforced in a local court.” Armory v. 
Armory, 18 Int. Rev. Rec., 149. Our statute apples, by its terms, as 
well to a eitizen of another state who in transitu affords to our local 
authorities the opportunity to apprehend him as to those who become 
domiciled within our borders. As a citizen of another state, he has the 
privilege of demanding a trial in a particular locality, and by a jury 
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of the vicinage, and it would deprive him of that right guaranteed by 
the Federal Constitution to arrest him while temporaily in this State 
under the pretence of punishing him for the felony of coming into the 
State after a bigamous - marriage, try him remote from the locality 
where the marriage was cclebrated and his witnesses reside, for an 
offense inv olving only the question whether the second marriage was in 
fact bigamous. 

Wharton (2 Cr. Law, sec. 1685), after discussing the English (551) 
statute, says: “In some of the United States a similar statute 
has been enacted; in others a continuance in the bigamous state is made 
indictable, no raatior where the second marriage was solemnized. But 
when the act of bigamous marr iage is made the subject of indictment, 
then at common law the place of such act has exclusive sarisdicion” 
The Court of Alabama has expressly held (in Biggs v. The State, 55 
Ala., 108) that where a person is indicted for the bigamous act of 
marrying a second time in another state, as distinguished from con- 
tinuing to cohabit within the State after such marriage, the indictment 
could not be sustained; but the Court did not find it necessary in that 
case to discuss the question of legislative power, as the Legislature had 
modified the English statute in the same way that it had been altered 
by law in Vermont, Massachusetts, Tennessee, Missouri and other 
states. 

It will not be insisted that the courts of the State of Maine would 
have power to enforce a statute which provided for punishing with 
death any person who had committed murder in another state and then 
gone within its limits, by apprehending a Texan and requiring him 
to send to the banks of the Rio Grande for testimony to meet and refute 
that of a malignant neighbor who had followed him almost across the 
continent to wreck his vengeance. If a state has the power to punish 
one caught within its borders as a felon for a bigamous marriage com- 
mitted within another state, what is to prevent the trial of a citizen 
found in a neighboring state for a homicide, if the statute were broad 
enough to-include murder as well as bigamy—if the statute made it a 
felony punishable with death to come into the State after committing 
murder in another? The assertion of such authority would jeopardize 
the security of every American citizen who ventured beyond the confines 
of the state in which he resided. The express provision for the extradi- 
tion of criminals excludes the idea of trying them outside of the 
limits of the state where the offense is committed, even if there (552) 
were no direct guarantee that they should not be subject to arrest 
and trial for offenses against their own sovereign when beyond her 
limits. 
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The additional counts, in which it is charged that the defendant, af- 
ter the bigamous marriage in South Carolina, came into North Caro- 
lina and cohabited with the person to whom he was married, cannot be 
sustained, because the offense is not covered by, our statute. The North 
Carolina statute would, if enforced, subject him to indictment if he 
should come across the border and leave the woman behind. 

While we do not recognize the validity of marriages of parties when 
they leave the State for the purpose of evading a law which makes a 
marriage between them unlawful, and with the intent, after celcbrating 
the rites in another jurisdiction, to return and live in this State (S. v. 
Kennedy, 76 N. C., 251), we have no express statute making such acts 
indictable as a felony, nor as a misdemeanor, where they live in adultery 
here. S.v. Cutshall, 109 N. C., 764. This fact is fatal to another count 
of the indictment. But we do not wish to be understood as questioning 
the power of the State to punish one of its citizens who goes out of 
the State with intent to evade its laws by celebrating a bigamous mar- 
riage beyond its jurisdiction and returning to live within its borders. 

For the reasons given, we think that there was no error in the judg- 
ment of the court below quashing the indictment. 


SuEeruErpD, J.: I concur in the conclusion that the indictment was 
properly quashed. 


(553)  Merxrrrwon, ©. J.: dissenting ; The indictment charges the 
| defendant with the crime of bigamy, as defined and forbidden 
by the statute (The Code, sec. 988). It charges that the second mar- 
riage took place im the State of South Carolina, and that shortly there- 
after the defendant came into the county of Mecklenburg and there re- 
sided with the sccond wife. He appeared, and moved to quash the in- 
dictmenut upon the ground that it appeared from it that he had com- 
mitted no offense in this State. The motion was allowed, whereupon 
the solicitor for the State assigned error and appealed to this Court. 

_ The statute declares that “If any person, being married, shall marry 
any other person during the life of the former husband or wee. whether 
the second marriage shall have taken place in the State of North Caro- 
lina or elsewhere, every offender and every person counseling, aiding 
and abetting such offender, shall be guilty of felony, and imprisoned 
in the penitentiary or county jail for any term not less than four 
months nor more than ten years; and any such offense may be dealt 
with, tried, determined, and punished in the county where the offender 
shall be apprehended, or be in custody, as if the offense had been 
actually committed in that county,” ete. (The Code, sec. 988). This 
enactment is not very aptly, precisely, or clearly expressed, and hence 


390 


N.O.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1892. 


STATE v. CUTSHALL. 


its validity is seriously questioned. But it must receive such reasonable 
interpretation as will render it intelligible, operative, and effectual, if 
this ean be done consistently with the Constitution. 

It does not necessarily imply or intend that the offender shall be in- 
dictable and convicted in this State for the offense of bigamy im another 
state; such is not its meaning. It intends that whoever shall be in this 
State, being married to two living wives, or two living husbands, as the 
case may be (except in the cases excepted in the proviso to the statute), 
shall be guilty of felony, and that without regard to whether the second 
"marriage took place in this State, or elsewhere, and without re- 
gard to whether the second marriage constituted the offense of (554) 
bigamy in the state or country where it took place. It makes 
the bigamist here answerable because he is here, an offense to, and an 
offender against this State and society here. The fact of bigamy— 
having two living wives or two living husbands—and the presence of 
the offender in this State constitute the offense. It is not simply the 
second marriage that constitutes the offeuse—the felony---but it is the 
existence of that fact and the presence of the offender in this State that 
makes it. The statute does not treat the second marriage as the 
offense, nor the offense as committed elsewhere than in this State. 

It is said that in such case no offense 1s committed in this State or 
against it. This is a serious misapprehension. The statute, its pur- 
pose, makes the presence of the bigamist in this State an offense— 
makes him here a bigamist and guilty of a felony, whether he was so 
where the second marriage took place or not. Suppose the statute under 
consideration had declared in terms that if a bigamist shall come into 
this State he shall be deemed and held to be guilty of bigamy and felony 
here, could its validity be seriously questioned? This is what the 
statute, in effect, declares. 

The Legislature, in the exercise of the essential police powers of 
government, may, for the protection of the people, the safety and purity 
of society, exclude from its borders criminals of other states and coun- 
tries. To that end, it may make their coming here, their presence in 
this State, a felony, if they were guilty of a specified offense committed 
by them in the state from which they came, or if they were chargeable 
with doing specified acts in the state from which they came, constituting 
no criminal offense there, but declared and deemed to be an offense here. 
_ It is their coming into this State, their presence here, and the fact that 
they did in the state from which they came the acts deemed and held 
to be a specified criminal offense here, that constitutes the 
statutory crime and felony in this State. Such exercise of (555) 
legislative power may be unusual, and perhaps not very expe- 
dient; but the power exists, and it is not the province of courts to de- 
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termine when it shall or shall not be exercised. Criminals have no 
right to commit crime and go from state to state, or from one country to 
another, and inflict themselves upon society wherever they may be. It 
is the right and the duty of government to protect itself and its People 
against them by all manner of appropriate legislation. 

It has been suggested that the exercise of such power, except to a 
very limited extent, is not consistent with that provision of the Con- 
stitution of the Gutta States which confers upon Congress the power 
“to regulate commerce with foreign nations and among the several 
states, and with the Indian tribes.” To what extent and exactly in © 
what respects this provision restricts the exercise of the police power 
of the states is not very definitely settled, but it is very clear that it does 
not inhibit the enactment of statutes he that under consideration. The 
right of the State to make and enforce such laws is fully recognized 
in New York v. Miln, 11 Peters, 102. In that case the Court said: 
“We choose rather to plant ourselves on what we consider impregnable 
positions. They are these: That a state has the same undeniable and 
unlimited jurisdiction over all persons and things within its territorial 
limits as any foreign nation, where that jurisdiciton 1s not surrendered 
or restrained by the Constitution of the United States. That by virtue 
of this, it is not only the right, but the bounden and solemn duty, of a 
state to advance the safety, happiness, and prosperity of its people, and 
to provide for its general welfare by any and every act of legislation 
which it may deem to be conducive to these ends, where the power over 
the particular subject or the manner of its existence is not surrendered 
or restrained in the manner just stated. That all these powers which 

relate to merely municipal legislation, or what may perhaps 
(556) more properly be called internal police, are not surrendered or 

restrained; and that, consequently, in relation to these, the au- 
thority of a state is complete, unqualified, and exclusive.” 

That case is cited with approval in Holmes v. Jennison, 14 Peters, 
540, Chief Justice Taney saying for the Court: “Again, the question 
under this habeas corpus is in no degree connected with the power of 
the states to remove from their territory any person whose presence 
they may think dangerous to their peace, or in any way injurious to 
their interest. The power in that respect was fully considered by this 
Court and decided in New York v. Miln, 11 Peters, 102. Undoubtedly 
they may remove from among them any persons guilty of or charged 
with crime, and may arrest and imprison them in order to effect this 
object. This is a part of the ordinary police powers of the states, which 
is necessary to their very existence, and which they have never sur- 
rendered to the general government. They may, if they think proper, 
in order to deter offenders in other countries from coming among them, 
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make crimes committed elsewhere punishable in their courts, if the 
guilty party shall be found within their jurisdiction. In all of these 
cases the State acts with a view to its own safety, and is in no degree 
connected with the foreign government in which the crime was com- 
mitted.” The first of the cases here cited is to some extent criticised 
in Henderson v. Mayor, 92 U. S., 259, and Chy Lang v. Freeman, ibid., 
275, but not in the aspect of it material here. It is difficult to 
see any substantial reason why the Legislature may not by proper 
enactment make it indictable—a misdemeanor or a felony—for per- 
sons who have done acts in one of the states deemed dangerous to 
its safety, or that of the morals or property or the prosperity of its 
people, if they be found within its limits. It may by such means keep 
out of and drive beyond its borders foreign paupers, common gamblers, 
bigamists, and the like. It must be the judge of the wisdom and ex- 
pediency of such legislation. Offenders against such statutes are 

such, wherever they may be found in the State, and hence may (557) 
be tried wherever found, without invading any fundamental 

right secured to them. The acts forbidden having been done, the 
presence of the offender in the State anywhere, constitutes the offense. 

This case is very different from S. v. Knight, 1 N. C., 148. In that 
case the statute declared void undertook to make the offense of counter- 
feiting in another state indictable in this State. 

The indictment does not charge the defendant with bigamy com- 
mitted in South Carolina; it charges him with a statutory crime (a 
felony) committed in this State, one of the essential acts constituting 
it having taken place in South Carolina. The statute does not make 
the second marriage the offense; it simply treats this as a fact to be 
taken in connection with others, all constituting the offense in this 
State. The offense is wholly statutory in its nature, and must be so 
treated. 

I think the order quashing the indictment should be reversed, and 
the case disposed of accordingly. 


Per Curiam. | Affirmed. 


Cited: 8. v. Hall, 114 N. C., 912; 8. v. Caldwell, 115 N. C., 803; 
S. vo. Hall, 1b., 817; Wilson v. Jordan, 124 N. C., 709; Green v. Owen, 
125 N. C., 215; 8. v. Buchanan, 1380 N. C., 662; 8. v. Long, 143 N. C., 
672, 673; S. v. Ray, 151 N. C., 712, 715; 8. v. Collins, 169 N. C., 324; 
S.v. Herron, 175 N. C., 759. 


Corrected in accord with dissenting opinion: Rev., 3361; S. v. Her- 
ron, 175 N. C., 759. 
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(558) 
THE STATE v. J. N. KERBY. 


Indictment—A bandonment—Parent and Child—J urisdiction. 


1. The failure by the father to provide for the support of the children is as 
much a violation of the statute (The Code, sec. 972) as the failure to 
provide support for the wife, and an indictment charging such violation 
following the words of the statute is sufficient. 


2. It is not necessary that an indictment charging an offense of which a 
justice of the peace has exclusive original jurisdiction should allege that 
the offense was committed more than twelve months before the finding 
of the bill. The fact may be shown as a matter of defense on the trial, 
or upon a motion to quash. 


: e 

Jnoicrment for failure to provide an adequate support for children, 
tried at Spring Term, 1892, of Atexanpmr, before Bynum, J. 

The indictment is as follows: “The jurors for the State, upon their 
oaths, present, that J. Nelson Kerby, late of Alexander County, on 1! 
January, 1890, with force and arms, at and in said county, while hving 
with his wife, one Mary Kerby, unlawfully and willfully did neglect 
to provide an adequate support for the children, which he had begotten 
upon her, contrary to the form of the statute in such case made and pro- 
vided, and against the peace and dignity of the State.” 

The defendant moved to quash, and the motion was allowed, and the 
solicitor for the State appealed. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Avery, J.: The indictment follows the words of the statute (The 
Code, sec. 972), which provides that where the husband, while hving 
with his wife, shall willfully fail to provide adequate support for such 

wife, or the children which he has begotten upon her, he shall 
(559) be guilty of a misdemeanor. It 1s unquestionably as much a dis- 

tinct criminal offense to fail to make sufficient provision for the 
children as for the wife, and the solicitor might charge the omission to 
discharge either or both of the duties the disregard of which the law 
is intended to punish. . 

It was not necessary to aver in the indictment that no justice of the 
peace had taken cognizance of the offense charged for twelve months 
after it was committed, because the fact, if true, that the bill had been 
sent before the jurisdiction of the higher court attached was matter of 
defense, to be shown on the trial; non constat upon the motion to quash, | 
on the face of the indictment, but what it may be shown that the offense | 
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was committed twelve months before the indictment was found. SS. v. 
Porter, 101 N. C., 718; 8. v. Moore, 82 N. C., 659; S. v. Taylor, 83 
N. C., 601; S. v. Harnest, 98 N. C., 740; S. v. Cunningham, 94 N. C., 
824; 8. v. Shelley, 98 N. C., 678. 
We can conceive of no grounds for sustaining defendant’s motion, 
except those stated. The judgment quashing the indictment 1s reversed. 
New trial. 


Cited: S. v. Carpenter, 111 N. C., 707; Sanders v. Sanders, 167 
N. C., 319. | 


a ee, 


(560) 
THE STATE v. GEORGE W. KITTELLE. 


Agency-—Liquor, Sales to Minors—Dealers Criminally Responsible for 
Acts of Agents. 


A licensed liquor dealer is criminally responsible for the unlawful sale by 
his agent of liquors to minors, although such sale may have been against 
his instructions and without his knowledge. 


SHEPHERD, J., dissenting. 


Inpicrmrent for selling intoxicating liquor to a minor, tried before 
Meares, J., at January Term, 1892, of the Criminal Court of Mrcx- 
LENBURG. 7 | 

The defendant Kittelle was, at the time of the alleged sale, the pro- 
prietor of the Buford Hotel, in Charlotte, and of the bar connected 
therewith. The defendant had two clerks in his barroom. Shuman 
testified that he was a minor and unmarried, and that one of the clerks 
sold him beer, but he comld not state which one it was, and that Kittelle 
was not present when he bought the beer. The defendant Kittelle tes- 
tified that he had given his clerks “special instructions not to sell Liquor 
to minors or on Sunday, and otherwise to comply with the law”; that 
he closely. scrutinized the conduct of the clerks, and if hquor had been 
sold to Shuman, or to any other minor, it was done “without his 
knowledge, in violation of his instructions and against his wishes.’ 
Kittelle was a licensed retailer. This was the substance of the evidence. 

The defendant Kittelle requested the court to instruct the jury that if 
his clerks had sold liquor to the minor Shuman, without defendant’s 
knowledge, in violation of his instructions and against his wishes, they 
should acquit him. The prayer was refused, and the court charged 
the jury that if they found that either of the clerks had sold to Shuman, 
they should convict the defendant Kittelle. Defendant excepted. 
Verdict, judgment, and appeal. (561) 
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Attorney-General for the State. 
Burwell & Walker, H. C. Jones, and Osborne & Maxwell jor de- 
fendant. 


Criarkx, J.: The Code, secs. 1077 and 1078, makes it a misdemeanor 
for any dealer in intoxicating liquor to sell directly or indirectly, or 
give away, such liquor to any unmarried person under 21 years of age, 
knowing such person to be under that age, and that such sale or giving 
away shall be prima facie evidence of such knowledge, and further, 
that the father, mother, guardian, or employer of a minor to whom 
intoxicating liquor shall be sold or given away may maintain an action 
for exemplary damages, and that in no case can the jury award the 
plaintiff a less sum than $25. 

The defendant contends that no one can be held criminally liable for 
an act which is done without his knowledge or consent. This is the 
strength of his contention. It is, in substance, that guilt cannot be 
attributed to him in this matter, because guilt consists in the antention, 
and that he had no intention to violate the law, because he neither knew 
of nor consented to the sale. There is, however, a well defined dis- 
tinction between those acts which are criminal only by reason of the 
intent with which they are done, and those in which the intent to com- 
mit the forbidden act is itself the criminal intent. As to this very mat- 
ter of the sale of spirituous liquor to minors, it has often been held that 
the lack of intention to violate the law did not exculpate, if, in fact, the 
defendant did the act, or authoried 1t to be done, which eonsticuted a 
breach of the law. S. v. Wool, 86 N. C., 708; S. v. McBrayer, 98 N. C., 
619; 8. v. Scoggins, 107 N. C., 959; 8. s arenes 97 N. C., 492; Far- 

rell v. The State, 30 Am. Rep., 614, and numerous cases cited 

(562) in the notes thereto. 
A principal is prima facie liable for the acts of his agents 
done in the general course of business authorized by him, as where a 
barkeeper sells liquor, or a clerk sells a libel, or prints one in a news- 
paper. 1 Whar. Cr. Law, 247, 341, and 2422. And a vendor of spirit- 
uous liquors is indictable for the unlawful sale by his agent employed 
in his business, because all concerned are principals. 2 Whar. Cr. Law, 
1508. In Carroll v. The State, 63 Md., 551, it is held that if, in the 
conduct of the business of selling hquors, a prohibited sale is made by 
the agent to a minor, the principal cannot shield himself from liability 
on the ground that his agent violated his general instructions, and did 
not inquire, or was deceived by the purchaser as to his age; that while 
deriving profit from the sale, the principal cannot delegate his duty to 
know that the purchaser is a lawful one to the determination of an 
agent and be excused by the agent’s negligence or error; that intention 
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not being an essential ingredient of the offense, the principal is held 
bound for the acts of his agent in violation of law while pursuing his 
ordinary business as such agent; being engaged in business where it is 
lawful to sell only to such persons as are not excepted by law, it is his: 
duty to know, when a sale is made, that it is to a properly situated 
person, and therefore it is his duty to trust nobody to do his work but 
some one whom he can safely trust to discharge his whole duty, and if 
he does not do so, the law holds him answerable. The same is held in 
S. v. Denson, 31 W. Va., 122; 8. v. Dow, 21 Vt., 484; and to the same 
effect are numerous other decisions. 11 A. & E., 718. 

The same principle of the principal being criminally liable for the 
misconduct of his agents applies to many other offenses. In the lead- 
ing case of Rex v. Gutch, M. & M., 483, cited in 1 Taylor Ev., 827, 
which was a prosecution for libel, Lord Tenterden said: “A person who 
derives profit from, and who furnishes the means for carrying on, the 
concern, and entrusts the business to one in whom he confides, 
may be said to have published himself, and ought to be an- (563) 
swerable.”’ | ) 

In Redgate v. Hayes, L. R., 1 Q. B. Div., 89, the defendant was 
charged with suffering gaming to be carried on upon her premises. 
She had retired for the night, leaving the house in charge of the hall 
porter, who withdrew his chair to another part of the hotel and did not 
see the gaming. It was held that the landlady was responsible. The 
same principle was maintained in Mullins v. Collins, L. B., 9 Q. B., 292, 
where the servant of a licensee supplied liquor to a constable on duty, 
and the court held the licensee answerable, though he had no knowledge 
of the act of his agent. 

In the present case, had the defendant himself sold the liquor to the 
minor, he would be fixed. prima facie with the knowledge that the pur- 
chaser was a minor. The contention of the defendant that such prima 
facte knowledge is rebutted by the fact that he was not personally 
present omits consideration of the fact that the knowledge of the agent 
is the knowledge of the principal. This is always true, though the 
intent of the agent (when material) is not necessarily the intent of the 
principal. The law requires the county commissioners to issue license 
to retail liquor only to persons whom they shall find properly qualified. 
This is construed in Muller v. Commissioners, 89 N. C., 171, to mean 
that, among other things, the applicant must possess a good moral char- 
acter. It would be a vain thing to require the commissioners to take 
the pains and trouble to ascertain whether the applicant is properly 
qualified, and to reject him if he is not, if the licensee may immediately 
upon opening his bar set up as his clerk another applicant who has, 
perhaps, just been rejected by the county commissioners, after due 
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inquiry, as not properly qualified, and may claim, upon a violation of 
the law by such clerk, that he, the licensee, is not liable, because he had 
instructed his clerk when he employed him not to violate the law, had 

often visited his barroom without seeing any sales made to 
(564) minors, and no one had informed him that such sales were 

being made. If such were law, the safeguard intended to be 
obtained by placing the licensing power in the hands of the county 
commissioners, who shall issue license only to those whom they find 
“properly qualified,’ would be a delusion and a sham. If the only 
safeguard is an indictment of the person actually selling, that exists 
against the principal, and there would be no need of requiring a 
license of anyone. 

The defendant's clerks had no license to retail liquor. Every sale 
by them to anyone is indictable, and the defendant is indictable with 
them as coprincipal (there being no accessories in misdemeanors) for 
aiding and abetting them in their illegal traffic, unless it is true that 
their sales are his sales. If it is valid to protect such sales by them 
under the authority of the license to him, then their sale is also his sale 
to make him lable if the terms of the license are not complied with. 
The licensee cannot put his clerks in his shoes, give them the benefit of 
the license issued to him upon the confidence reposed in his moral 
character, and not be held responsible for their violations of the law 
in the scope of such employment. He cannot set up his bar, receive its 
profits, and!abdicate his duties. The duty is imposed on him that the 
law shall not be violated by a sale to a minor. Here the sale was to 
a minor. The defendant put it in the power and authority of the 
clerk to sell. It was the defendant’s own risk and peril that he was not 
present, and that he did not make the sale himself. That his agent did 
not obey his instructions, and negligently or purposely violated the law, 
does not exculpate the defendant. The law has been violated. It looks 
to the man it authorized to sell—the licensee—this defendant. The 
sale by the clerk was in law a sale by the principal, and the violation 

of the law must be laid upon the defendant, who gave the clerk 
(565) the means and the authority to sell, but did not take proper care 

in selecting his agent or use means sufficient to prevent illegal 
sales by him. It will not do for the defendant to say that he authorized 
legal sales and the clerk made illegal sales. The law authorized the 
defendant to sell. Whether his sales are legal or illegal is at his peril, 
and it can make no difference whether he sells by his own hands or 
through an agent whom he improperly selected or insufficiently super- 
vised. ‘The violation of the law is at the door of the man whom alone 
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the law authorized to sell. The agent or clerk (if identified) is also 
liable as aiding and abetting in the illegal sale. S. v. Wallace, 94 N.C., 
827. 
_ Either the licensee is responsible for illegal sales by the clerk (8. v. 
McNeely, 60 N. C., 232) or the licensee has no authority under his 
license to sell through the medium of a clerk, and all sales must be 
by the person himself whom the commissioners have found “properly 
qualified,” and have licensed to sell. Any other view of the matter 
would be illogical, and would be a virtual repeal of the law. It would 
empower the barkeeper to appoint others as barkeepers, whom, perhaps, 
the county commissioners would have refused to license. However well 
“qualified” the commissioners may find the party whom they leense, 
there 1s no guarantee that he will select clerks who are so, or that he has 
the energy, the judgment, or the skill to prevent violations by them. 
The Jaw will look to the man it licenses, and he must select his clerks 
and be responsible for them at his peril. 

In Carroll v. State, supra, the Supreme Gourt of Me inae: upon 
a state of facts and a statute almost identical, comes to the same con- 
clusion. It says: “When the agent, as in this case, is set to do the very 
thing which, and which only, the principal’s business -contemplates, 
namely, the dispensing of liquors to purchasers, the principal must be 
chargeable with the agent’s violation of legal restrictions on the busi- 
ness. His gains are increased, and he must bear the consequences. 
The fact that he has given aides not to sell to minors only shows 
a bona fide intent to obey the law, which ‘all the authorities (566) 
say 1s immaterial in determining guilt. The court may regard 
such fact, in graduating punishment, when it has a discretion. The 
eases, therefore, which hold that such orders will exculpate the prin- 
cipal are inconsistent with the rule that in such cases the intent 18 im- 
material. If intent is not an ingredient in the offense, it logically fol- 
lows that it must be immaterial whether such orders are given or not, 
for he who does by another that which he cannot lawfully do in person 
must be responsible for.the agent’s acts. In fact, it is his act. It can- 
not be that by setting another to do his work aiid occupying himself 
elsewhere and otherwise, he can reap the benefit of his agent’s sales 
and escape the consequences of the agent’s conduct. [+ would be impos- 
sible to effectually enforce a statute of this kind if that were allowed, 
and it would speedily become a dead letter.” This case cited, also, 
UcCutcheon v. The People, 69 Tl., 606, in which it is said: “It is 
immaterial whether the sale was made by an appellant or an agent. 
The agent had no license to sell to anyone, and it is only lawful for 
him to do so in the name and by the authority of bis principal, and the 
presumption is conclusive that the agent or servant acted within the 
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scope of his authority in making the sale.” This latter case is cited 
and expressly followed in Noecker v. The People, 91 Ill, 494. To the 
same purport, that “when, in the absence of a saloon-keeper, a sale of 
liquor is made by his bartender, the directions of the former not to sell 
to minors will not exempt him from liability for the sale,” are Mugler 
v. State, 47 Ark., 110; Edgar v. State, 45 Ark., 356; Waller v. State, 
38 Ark., 656; Loeb v. Georgia, 75 Ga., 258; Snider v. State, 7 8. E. 
Rep., 681; Whitton v. State, 37 Miss., 379; Riley v. State, 48 Miss., 397; 
Dudley v. Sautbine, 49 Towa, 650, and many others; though in these 

cases the statute varies somewhat from that in this State. | 
(567) In People v. Roby, 50 Am. Rep., 270 (52 Mich., 577), and 

People v. Blake, 52 Mich., 566, it is held that “The owner of a 
saloon whose clerk, without his knowledge or consent, but while he was 
on the premises, opened it on Sunday morning to clean it out, and sold 
a drink to a customer, may properly be convicted of keeping a saloon 
open on Sunday.” The opinion in the first-named case is delivered by 
Cooley, C. J., the eminent writer on Constitutional Limitations, and in 
the course of it he says: “As a rule, there can be no crime without a 
criminal intent; but this is by no means a universal rule. One may be 
guilty of the high crime of manslaughter when his only fault is gross 
negligence, and there are many other cases where mere neglect may be © 
highly criminal. Many statutes which are in the nature of police regu- 
lations, as this is, impose criminal penalties irrespective of any intent 
to violate them, the purpose being to require a degree of diligence for 
the protection of the public which shall render violation impossible,” 
and numerous incidents and precedents are cited to support the proposi- 
tion. Bona fides was held also to be no defense in an indictment for 
extortion, S. ». Dickens, 2 N. C., 407; nor for unlawful voting, S. v. 
Boyette, 32 N. C., 336; 8. v. Hart, 51 N. C., 389; nor generally in 
statutory offenses, S. v. Presnell, 34 N. C., 108. 

The defendant relies on S. v. Privett, 49 N. C., 100. There the 
court charged the jury that if the principal instructed his clerk not to 
sell, he would not be lable for the sale by the clerk unless such instruc- 
tions had been abrogated expressly, or by a course of conduct which 
would tacitly amount to the same. The appeal by the defendant, of 
course, could not bring up for review this charge which had been made 
in his favor; but Nash, C. J., takes occasion to say: “The defendant 
has, as we think, no cause to complain of his Honor’s charge; it was as 

favorable to him as it could have been.” And he adds: “As to 
(568) the effect of general instructions in such a case as this, it is not 
necessary for us to give an opinion. But we can say that if 
they are to have the effect given to them by the charge in this case, and 
in the argument of the defendant’s counsel, the act under which this 
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prosecution is had will be very easily evaded.” This is a strong inti- 
mation, we take it, that if the correctness of the charge had been before 
the court 1t would have been reversed. Accordingly, in S. v. McNeely, 
60 N. C., 232, it is held that a licensee may have a clerk or agent, “he 
remaining responsible for the good conduct of his agent.” 

The defendant also relied upon 9. v. Divine, 98 N. C., 778, in which it 
is held that a statute making one railroad officer criminally responsible 
for the act of another was unconstitutional. We do not see the analogy. 
Jf the statute had forbidden the doing of a certain act by a railroad 
company, and provided that if it was done by any of the officers or 
agents of the company in the scope of their employment, the corporation, 
being the principal, should be indictable, the case would have been on 
“all-fours” with the present, and the act constitutional. Indeed, it is 
pointed out in that very case that the principal might be held criminally 
liable for the acts of the agent, but a coemployee could not. Without 
any express statute, corporations have been repeatedly indicted for the 
negligence, or nonfeasance, and misfeasance of their agents, when 
neither the corporation nor its managing officers had any intention to 
violate the law, and, in fact, had given instructions forbidding such 
acts. The corporation is held criminally liable, such instructions being, 
as in the present case, held not a matter of defense, but in mitigation of 
punishment. It is needless to cite cases. The doctrine is settled law. 

The retailing of liquor is not a matter of natural right, and the 
whole subject is within the police power of the State, which 
can leave it unrestricted or hedge it about with regulations, or (569) 
forbid it entirely. Mugler v. Kansas, 123 U. S.,.628, and count- 
less other cases. When regulations are imposed, as in this case, the 
licensee is criminally lable for their nonobservance. The defendant 
was found by the county commissioners “qualified,” and a license was 
issued to him upon the personal trust that he would conduct the busi- 
ness according to the regulations. The sale here made to a minor was 
a violation of that trust, and a violation of law. It is no defense that 
the defendant had no intention to violate the law. “Good intentions” 
are said by the proverb to be the pavement of another place, but they 
are not a sound one for a barroom. The law has been violated. It 
looks to the man it entrusted with the management of this business, 
and holds him liable. It is immaterial whether his liability is based 
upon his negligence in permitting the sale, or upon the principle of 
ageney, or upon both, for the defendant is liable for a negligent sale 
from insufficient supervision of an agent as much as if he had ordered 
the sale. If the clerk, as Judge Cooley says, supra, being in posses- 
sion of the keys, opened the saloon on Sunday for traffic, the licensee 
could not excuse himself from liability by his absence or ignorance, nor 
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can he do so in the present case of a sale to the minor by being tempo- 
rarily absent from the room. The defendant chose to seek for and 
assume the liabilities of the calling of a saloon-keeper that he might 
enjoy its profits. He cannot be allowed to enjoy its profits and assign 
its duties and habilities to another. 

The elaborate argument for the defendant is based on the fallacy 
that our statute requires a scienter to be proven. This would be so if 
the section was abruptly cut in two. But taken as it stands, when the 
State has proven an illegal sale as to a minor, the case is made out. 
The statute only permits the defendant to withdraw himself from lia- 
bility by showing that the actual seller did not know that the pur- 

chaser was a minor. This was not done in this case. The argu- 
(570) ment made for the defendant, that a merchant might, on the 

same grounds, be convicted of a larceny by his clerks, is not very 
complimentary to the defendant, and it is as little beneficial to him. 
If, however, the law forbade larceny, except upon a license (if it is 
possible to conceive of such a thing), granted after examination, and 
theft by all not so licensed, or even by them from minors, were indicta- 
ble, and the clerks, without being themselves licensed, committed a 
theft by virtue of the defendant’s license, from a minor, then only would 
the case be analogous. 

The evidence is uncontradicted that the sale was to an unmarried 
person who was a minor. No exception was made as.to the charge in 
regard to the purchaser being unmarried, and hence we cannot pass 
upon a point not raised, and about which, indeed, there was no contro- 
versy. Neither the whole of the charge nor of the evidence is stated 
to have been sent up, only so much as is necessary to present the excep- 
tions made. 

The fact that the clerks were acquitted because it could not be de- 
termined which one sold to the minor is a strong argument against the 
defendant. If the principal were not lable for all illegal sales made 
under his license, he could, by having several clerks, or changing them 
often, easily evade punishment for illegal sales. The law looks to the 
responsible party—the licensee—who has been permitted to carry on the 
calling, and who is held for its proper exercise. He is to receive the 
money from the illegal sales, and he can always be identified. 

The amount of supervision exercised by the defendant here is a 
matter in mitigation to be considered by the court in passing Judg- 
ment. It was not enough to prevent the ee sale, and hence is not 
a defense. 

No error. 
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Avery, J.: Concurring fully in the line or argument adopted (571) 
by my learned brother who has delivered the opinion of the Court, — 
and in the conclusion to which it has led, I desire to add some reasons 
and authorities which it seems to me tend to sustain and strengthen it. 

The statute (The Code, sec. 1077) provides that “It shall be unlaw- 
ful for any dealer in intoxicating drinks or liquors to sell or in any 
manner to part with, for a compensation therefor, either directly or in- 
directly, or to give away, such drinks or liquor to any unmarried person 
under the age of 21 years, knowing the said person to be under the age 
of 21 years: Provided, that such sale or giving away shall be prima 
facie evidence of such knowledge.” 

Retail dealers are licensed by the order of boards of county com- 
missioners “upon satisfactory evidence of good moral character of the 
appheant.” Laws 1891, ch. 323, sec. 32. Proof of moral character is 
made an indispensable nrenequicité to granting the privilege, and this 
requirement imposes upon the dealer thus clothed by implication with 
a public trust the duty of using extraordinary diligence to prevent all 
violations of the letter or spirit of the law under cover of the immunity 
from indictment for retailing which the license gives him. 

In construing the general statute (The Code, sec. 1076) which makes 
a sale “by the small measure, in any other manner than is prescribed 
by law,” a misdemeanor, this Court has not hesitated to look through 
specious evasions in order to determine the real quality of an act. 
Whether there was direct and positive proof of an actual criminal pur- 
pose of the dealer, or such testimony as raised a presumption only of 
_ his unlawful intent to evade, or to carelessly permit his agents to evade 
its provisions, the nisi prius judges have been sustained in instructing 
the jury that the evidence, if believed, would warrant a verdict of 
guilty. S. v. McMinn, 83 N. C., 668; 's. v. Poteat, 86 N. C., 

612; 8. v. Kirkham, 23 N. C., 384. (572) 
- The defendant Kittelle employed two clerks in his barroom, : 

both of whom are indicted with him. The prosecuting witness testified 
that he bought beer from one of the clerks, he did not remember which 
one, but could not testify that both were present when he purchased, 
and that he was at the time under the age of 21 years. Though no 
actual knowledge, on their part, of the age of the witness was shown, 
the proof of selling was prima facie evidence that they knew he was a 
minor, and if either had been identified by the testimony as the seller, 
the court would have allowed the jury to pass upon the question of his 
guilt. In the absence of testimony tending to identify the actual sel- 
ler, the question addressed to the court was whether the unrebutted pre- 
sumption that the clerk who did the selling knew that he was dealing 
with a minor was prima facie proof of the gant of the defendant 
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Kittelle, though the jury believed that the sales were made in violation 
of his instruction, and when he was absent, and could have no actual 
knowledge of the transaction. 

Conceding, for the sake of argument, as has been contended on be- 
half of the defendant, that where a legislative act, in unqualified terms, — 
makes a guilty intent of the essence of the offense, the burden is on the 
State to prove the scienter, the peculiar proviso to our statute would 
involve a novel question, not presented, as far as my investigations have 
extended, in any of the cases involving the construction of liquor laws 
that have been cited. It is too clear and well settled to admit of argu- 
ment that the mere proof of the sale to a minor by a clerk raised a 
presumption of knowledge on the part of the clerk that the purchaser 
was under 21 years of age, notwithstanding the express requirement 
that the act should be done “knowingly.” 8. v. Scoggins, 107 N. C., 

959. If the artificial force of this prima facie proof extends 
(573) both to agent and principal, and the guilt of the servant is there- 

by imputed to the employer, the presumption of the willful viola- 
tion of the statute by the former can be rebutted only by showing a want 
of knowledge of the age of the purchaser on the part of the actual 
seller, not by proof that the owner was absent, in no wise participated 
in the act, and had expressed his disapproval of such conduct, as in this 
case. The clerk who made the sale, if the testimony had identified him, 
and he had chosen to risk his case upon the credibility of evidence 
offered to identify, might have been convicted under the statute making 
guilty knowledge of the essence of the offense, by force of the presump- 
tion, when, in fact, he honestly believed the purchaser was an adult. 
The proviso makes “such sale to a minor prima facie evidence of such 
guilty knowledge,” not solely against the active agent who conducted 
it, but against anyone who might have been convicted upon the evidence 
adduced, if both the word “knowingly” and the peculiar qualifying 
proviso by which it is followed had been omitted by the Legislature. 
In that case it would have been unnecessary to prove the scienter at all, 
while under the statute as it is it is essential to do so but sub modo, viz., 
by proof sufficient to raise a presumption of guilty knowledge, and that 
presumption arises when the fact of being a minor is proved. Is the 
guilty knowledge of selling to the minor, the presumption of which arose 
on proof of the age, imputed by the artificial effect of the statute to the 
dealer as well as to the clerk? 

If such is the proper interpretation of its language, it is needless 
to discuss the question of applying the doctrine of respondeat superior 
to criminal prosecutions. Where a sheriff is indicted (under The Code, 
sec. 1022) for the escape of a prisoner lawfully placed in his custody, 
though the prisoner may have escaped from the jail in the immediate 
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charge of a jailer, and in the absence of the sheriff, the statute imposes 
the burden on the accused, upon proof that the prisoner was duly com- 
mitted to his custody, of showing that “such escape was not by 
his consent or negligence, but that he used all legal means to (574) 
prevent the same and acted with proper care and diligence.” 
The punishment for the offense is removal from office, and, in addition, 
a fine at the discretion of the court; yet it has never occurred to any- 
one to doubt the legislative power to make such a law, or question the 
propriety of enacting it. The statute provides that any dealer in in- 
toxicating liquors who sells, etc., “either directly or indirectly,” to a 
minor, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor. What meaning are we to 
give to the words “directly or indirectly”? They were not mtended 
to extend the provisions of the law so as to punish attempts to evade it, 
because that was entirely unnecessary. The general statute had made 
it indictable “to retail spirituous liquors” in any other manner than 
is prescribed by law, without additional description of the manner of 
selling, yet it was held a violation of that act to let another go by per- 
mission to a barrel and draw a drink at a time until he should get pay 
for a debt of $1.25, or to place a table in a room, with a hole in the 
top communicating with a drawer, and a bottle of whiskey and glass 
sitting on it, and suffer persons to help themselves to a drink of whiskey 
and drop money into the drawer without communication with the 
owner. In the latter case, for the purpose of preventing the attempted 
evasion, the jury were allowed to draw the inference of the agreement 
to take a given price, and to draw the inference also of a deposit for 
the customer instead of a manual delivery, which was an essential 
element of the sale. S. v. Poteat, and S. v. McMinn, supra. So, where 
one made a bargain with the dealer to buy a quart of spirituous liquor, 
but to take it from time to time, in parts of a quart, till in the aggre- 
gate he should get that quantity, it was held that the jury were war- 
ranted in finding the dealer guilty of unlawful retailing, without an 
explicit provision in reference to evasions, which were deemed 
prohibited by necessary implication. — (575) 
The language used in the Illinois statute was, “Whoever, by 
himself, clerk or servant, shall sell, etc., shall be liable’; and the Su- 
preme Court of that State held that testimony offered to show that the 
sales to a minor were made by the dealer’s clerk was properly excluded. 
Noecker v. People, 91 Ill., 494. The material words of the Georgia 
statute were, ““No person, by himself or another, shall sell, ete., or fur- 
nish any minor or minors spirituous, intoxicating, or malt liquors,” 
ete. The Court of that State held that a dealer could be convicted for 
a sale by his clerks in his absence, and without his knowledge or consent. 
Loeb v. State, 75 Ga., 258; Snider v. State, 81 Ga., 753. The statute 
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of Arkansas made it a misdemeanor to be “interested” in a sale of 
liquor to a minor without the written consent or order of the parent or 
guardian. Mugler v. State, 47 Ark., 109; Waller v. State, 43 Ark., 384; 
Edgar v. State, 45 Ark., 356. The Court held that “the dealer’s ab- 
sence from the saloon when the bartender sold the liquor to the minor” 
was not a sufficient defense to an indictment under that statute. 

I think that the purpose of the Legislature in inserting the words 
“directly or indirectly” in the statute was not needlessly to notify the 
people that the court would tolerate no attempts at evasion by resorting 
to artifice, but to meet the very difficulty which seems to have suggested 
itself to lawmakers in other states, and express the same idea conveyed 
in Illinois by using the words “by himself, clerk or servant,” in Geor- 
gia “by himself or another,’ and in Arkansas by extending the criminal 
liability to every one who might be interested in the sale to a minor. 
If, therefore, the words “directly or indirectly” are susceptible of two 
interpretations, and might be construed to have been aimed either at 
evasions by artifice or at violations perpetrated through agents negli- 
gently selected, we should adopt that construction which harmonizes 

with other legislation upon the same subject, and which mani- 
(576) festly looks to the end of entrusting the business, which had re- 

quired so much legal supervision, to men whose characters would 
be a guaranty that the power would not be abused. This guaranty would 
be worthless if they could shift the responsibility upon agents who 
could carelessly or purposely override all laws imposing safeguards 
on the business. It would seem an unaccountable oversight if intelli- 
gent representatives in our legislatures had attempted to protect the 
public against nuisance by requiring that all persons applying for 
license, as an essential prerequisite to obtaining the privilege, should 
satisfy the county commissioners that they had established good moral 
characters, and for a generation past had left them at liberty to employ 
the most. immoral men in the community to conduct the business with- 
out incurring liability for such flagrant violations of the liquor laws 
by these agents in selling to minors. Why require the solemn mockery 
of proof of moral character by the applicant if, in an hour after the 
license is issued, he can constitute the worst man in the community his 
chief clerk, exhort him to obey the laws of the land, bow himself out, 
and leave the employee free from oversight to sell on commission till 
the term of license expires? 

The section under which the indictment is drawn does not, as we have 
said, stand alone, but all of our legislation on the subject points with 
unerring certainty to the one central object of selecting with care the 
trusted agents of the Government, who shall, by virtue of their high 
moral characters, enjoy the privilege, and, in view of the temptations 
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incident to the traffic, incur the responsibility of licensed dealers in 
liquors. In People v. Utter, 44 Barb. (N. Y.), 172, the Court said, in 
order to convict, proof must be made on the part of the defendant of an 
intent to violate the statute. Where, as in this case, the sale is not 
made by the defendant personally, or in his presence, the presumption 
is not overcome by merely showing that the sale was made on his 

premises by his bartender. But if that were a correct statement (577) 
of the law, in our case the presumption of innocence, which 

the law raises in favor of the accused, is rebutted by force of the pro- 
viso, the effect of which is intended to be felt not simply against the 
servant, but against one who has proved unmindful of the high trust 
confided to him by society in employing unreliable agents. The law, 
which looks so closely to his character, does not intend that he shall 
reap the profits of illicit sales and escape the responsibility for the 
consequent injury to society. This question does not depend upon 
analogies drawn from the construction given to statutes of other states 
widely different from our own. It is the duty of this Court to give 
a construction to our own act, which is peculiar in two important 
respects: First, in the use of the words “directly” and “indirectly,” 
in order to put the dealer into the shoes of the agent or servant; and, 
secondly, in neutralizing, by certain evidence, the force of the word 
“knowingly” by the proviso following immediately after it, and impos- 
ing upon the employee, as well as upon the employer, who 1s acting 
“indirectly” through him, the burden of showing that the former did 
not have knowledge of the fact, proved otherwise to be true, that the 
purchaser was a minor. Where the presumption of the screnter may 
be raised by proving other facts, upon adducing the requisite proof 
the burden may be shifted so as to dispense with the necessity of offer- 
ing, in behalf of the State, any direct evidence to show intent at all. 
Just as soon as the presumption of the scienter is raised, then the prose- 
cution, until rebutting proof is offered, stands in the same position as if 
the statute had been silent as to proof of intent. In construing section 
41, ch. 34, Revised Code, which made “‘persons neglecting to keep and 
repair their fences during crop time, in the manner required by law, 
viz., five feet high,” guilty of a misdemeanor, this Court held expressly 
that the “foreman, when acting under the general direction 

of his employer, was not liable to indictment for failure to keep (578) — 
the fences of the owner in repair, but that the absent employer 

was indictable.” §. v. Taylor, 69 N. C., 543; 8. v. Bell, 25 N. C., 
506; Rex v. Gutch, 1 Mord. & Molk., 487. This is a direct recognition 
of the principle that where no proof of unlawful intent is required, or 
where the presumption of guilty knowledge is raised in a way provided 
by statute, a defendant who was not present when the act was done or 
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the duty omitted by another, the doing or omission of which constitutes 
in law the criminal offense, may, nevertheless, be convicted of it. Kit- 
telle, instead of acting directly as salesman at his own bar, chose to 
perform that important trust through another. So long as the. pre- 
sumption of guilty knowledge on the part of the employee who made 
the sale remains unrebutted, the testimony, if believed by the jury, must 
be considered prima facie proof of the guilt of an absent hotel-keeper, 
just as the neglect of the overseer to repair fences is imputed to the 
absent planter, or as the criminal conduct of an employee was imputed 
to another, assumed by law to act through him, in the cases of indict- 
ment for sales to minors cited above. 

The fact that our statute by its express terms makes the dealer 
responsible for the act of unlawful selling done indirectly through his 
servant, and imputes to him the purpose or neglect of the subordinate, 
easily distinguishes our case from those arising under statutes which 
- contain neither this provision, that requiring express proof of intent, 
nor that specifying certain evidence that may raise a presumption of 
guilty knowledge. | 

As I understand it, these differences exist between our statute and 
those of Mississippi and Michigan, to which our attention has been 
called, and account for the conclusions reached in the cases cited from 
the courts mentioned. 

It is true that the statute of Maryland did not in express 
(579) terms, make the scienter of the essence of the offense, but it 
enunciated the very important principle, drawn in question in 
the argument for the defense, that the act of the bartender would be 
imputed to his employer, who was held to stand in his shoes, even 
where the principal offered as a defense the identical evidence intro- 
duced in our case, viz., that the sale was made by the clerk in his ab- 
sence, without his knowledge, and contrary to his instructions. When, 
therefore, in the consideration of the case at bar, we recall the fact 
that, by raising the presumption, the prosecution dispensed with the 
necessity for further proof of scienter, just as if it had not been re- 
quired in any event, then the defendant Kittelle is placed by the princi- 
ple laid down in that case under the same burden imposed by the pre- 
sumption on the clerk. | 

8. v. Hayes, 67 Iowa, 27, went off on a question quite different from 
that raised here. While the Court laid down, in unmistakable terms, 
the proposition that a dealer engaged in the business of selling intoxi- 
cating liquors “is criminally liable for the acts of his servant or agent 
done in the course of the business,” under a statute which made a guilty 
knowledge necessary and provided that he should be responsible for 
sales “by himself, his servant, or his agent,” the defendant was dis- 
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charged for want of proof to support an averment of the indictment, 
drawn under another clause of the act, to the effect that the proprietor 
kept the spirits with unlawful intent. | 

I do not contend that the opinion of the Court is sustained by all of 
the American courts. Indeed, I find two cases that seem to be plainly 
in conflict with it. Anderson v. State, 22 Ohio, 305, and Bower v. 
State, 19 Conn., 398. The Missouri statute, which was construed in 
S. v. Shortell, 93 Mo., 123, failed expressly to prohibit sales made 
through another, and the decision is put upon that ground, thus plainly 
distinguishing it from the case at bar. The Supreme Court 
of New York, in People v. Schoffer, 4 Hun., 23, and People v. (580) 
Mahoney, ibid., 26, approved the principle which I have stated: 
that on making proof which, according to the terms of the statute, 


raises a presumption of guilty knowledge, the necessity for further evi- . | 


.dence of intent is dispensed with. It will not be seriously contended 
that the Legislature has not the power to give such artificial weight 
to testimony in criminal actions. The tendency in America, during © 
the last twenty years, has been to provide, by express legislation, for 
punishing the real proprietors of drinking saloons for the unlawful 
acts of their agents and servants. And the various statutes have given 
expression to the common purpose in different terms, as will appear by 
reference to the quotations from the acts of Arkansas, Georgia, Lowa, 
and other states. In later years, the courts of most of the states, in 
construing the statutes, show no disposition to follow the older line of 
cases, like those cited from the Reports of Ohio, Connecticut, and 
Massachusetts. Following the general current of more modern au- 
thority, and the giving to the law under which the indictment is drawn 
the construction of which it seems so clearly susceptible, I have elimi- 
nated the questions that have given rise to the most serious controversy. 
If the Legislature had the power to declare that a sale made by a clerk 
should be deemed to have been made by his employer, and the words of 
the statute can be fairly construed to mean that it has so declared, 
then the necessity for discussing the general doctrine of the criminal 
responsibility of principals for the acts of agents done in the absence 
of the principals, would seem to be obviated. If we were compelled to 
fall back upon general principles, we would find that, after taking a 
survey of all the conflicting authorities, Wharton (2 Cr. Law, sec. 
1503) states his conclusion as to the general liability of principals to in- 
- dictment for unlawful sales by agents as follows: “A shop or hotel 
keeper is indictable for an unlawful sale of spirituous liquors by a 
servant employed in his business, as all concerned’ are principals; 
nor in such a case is it any defense that the agent was directed , 
by the principal not to make the particular sale complained of. (581) 
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Where the sale is not in the immediate line and direction of the princi- 
pal’s business, the fact of agency is only prima facte evidence of the 
principal’s guilt.” The implication being, as is declared by other 
writers, that if the sale is made at a hotel bar by a clerk employed to 
attend to it in the regular course of the business, it will be deemed, 
for all purposes, the act of the principal himself, who can avail himself 
of no defense that would not exculpate the agent. 

The statement of the case on appeal does not purport to contain the 
whole of the testimony. No question seems to have been raised as to 
whether the witness, to whom the sale was made, was married and a 
minor. It seems to have been admitted, as it doubtless appeared by the 
evidence, that he was not married, and no question was raised as to the 
fact that he was a minor. 

I see no cause to apprehend danger from giving to our statute a 
reasonable interpretation, and one that will afford to society the pro-. 
tection that necessarily grows out of the consciousness of responsibility 
by dealers in intoxicating liquors for acts of their agents done in the 
line of that business. We will be following in the wake of our sister 
states of Arkansas, lowa, and Georgia in construing our statute so as 
to carry out the manifest legislative intent, and at the same time we will 
reach such a conclusion .as will be in harmony with the manifest pur- 
pose of the Legislature in passing other kindred laws. If, the General 
Assembly should see fit to declare in express terms that general mer- 
chants should be held criminally liable for felonies or misdemeanors 
committed by their clerks in the ordinary course of business, I think 
that such a law would stimulate the proprietors of such stores to very 
great diligence in the search for honest and law-abiding salesmen; but 

until such action shall have been taken by the Legislature, 
_ (582) nothing, it seems to me, can be construed to place the merchants 
in peril of vicarious suffering for the crimes of their clerks. 
Upon the payment of the prescribed amount the merchant, be he the 
veriest villain in the land, has a right to demand any license that he may 
be required to have. Should the Legislature, in the exercise of its police 
power, and in order to protect agriculture, require him to prove a good 
moral character, and pay for the privilege of buying certain products 
after night, and make him lable for purchases of stolen cotton, made 
by his agents between sunset and sunrise, a different question would be 
presented. S. v. Moore, 104 N. C., 714. 


SHEPHERD, J., dissenting: Fully sympathizing, as 1 do, in the solici- 
tude of my brethren that there should be a rigid enforcement of -all 
laws which are intended to suppress the pernicious practice of selling 
"intoxicating liquors to minors, I am, nevertheless, unable to follow 
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them to the extreme position of sustaining the conviction in the present 
case. To my mind, it involves not only a radical departure from -well 
settled legal principles, as illustrated by the current of judicial deci- 
sion, but it establishes a most dangerous precedent, the effects of which, 
in unsettling the old and well defined safeguards of personal liberty, 
cannot well be estimated. 

The defendant is indicted for selling intoxicating spirits to an “un- 
married person under 21 years of age, knowing such person to be under 
that age’ (The Code, sec. 1077), and the refused instruction assumes 
that the unlawful sale was made by one of the clerks of the defendant, 
not only without his knowledge, but “in violation of his instructions 
and against his wishes.” We thus have the legal paradox of a man 
being convicted of knowingly doing an act of which he was entirely 
ignorant, and which was done in opposition to his wishes and 
commands, 7 (583 ) 

So strange a result cannot but challenge an inquiry into the 
principles by which it has been reached, and I am very sure that they 
cannot be found in the common-law doctrine which, in misdemeanors, 
treats 4s principals all persons who would ordinarily be accessories 
before the fact; for there can be no accessory, and therefore no such 
principal, unless the accused shall have procured, counseled, or com- 
manded another to commit the criminal act. 1 Hale P. C., 616; 4 

Blackstone, 36; 8S. v. Mann, 2 N. C., 4. 
| The conviction, therefore, must necessarily be sustained on the ground 
of the liability of a principal for the acts of his agent, and while this 
doctrine of respondeat superior is fully recognized by the law, and even 
applied in some instances to criminal cases, it has never before, I think, 
been stretched to the same extent as in the case now under considera- 
tion. Without attempting to discuss the general doctrine of the crimi- 
nal responsibility of the principal for the act of the agent, it is suffi- 
cient to remark, with Judge Cooley, as quoted in the opinion, that many 
statutes which are in the nature of police regulations impose criminal 
penalties irrespective of any intent to violate them, the purpose being 
to require a degree of diligence for the protection of the publie which 
shall render violation impossible. Under statutes of this character the 
principal has, in a very few of the states, been held conclusively liable 
for the act of his agent in the unlawful sale of liquor to minors, while 
in others the doctrine has been expressly repudiated, and amendments 
to the statutes'thereby necessitated. It is under such statutes or amend- 
atory acts that the decisions which are cited in the opinion are made. 
The law is otherwise where the statute makes the criminal intent or 
knowledge an essential ingredient of the offense, and I trust that I may 
be pardoned for remarking that it is in the failure to observe this all- 
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(584) important distinction that the fundamental error of the court 

is to be found. All that has been so well said about the policy 
of the law in dispensing with the element of intent or sczenter and 
the consequent liability of the principal is applicable to the cles 
of cases mentioned by Judge Cooley, and clearly has no relation to the 
class to which the present case belongs, in which scienter is an indis- 
pensable requisite to a conviction. It is not a little remarkable that this 
very distinction is to be found in the authorities cited in the opinion of 
the Court. Take, for instance, Farrell v. State (382 Ohio St., 456; 30 
Am. Reports, 614), and the notes es referred to. In these notes 
I find the following propositions, viz. 

“(1). When to an offense, ae of serinie facts is essential, then 
ignorance of these facts is a defense. (2) When a statute makes an act 
indictable, irrespective of guilty knowledge, then ignorance of fact 1s 
no defense.” | 

It is also remarkable that it is under the second proposition that the 
learned annotator has placed McCutcheon v. People, 69 LIL, 601, one 
of the leading authorities cited in support of the present dec ion. The 
foregoing propositions are also sustained in S. v. McBrayer, 98 N. C., 
621 (cited in the opinion), in which the present Chief Justice says: 
“Tt is only when the positive willful purpose to violate a criminal 
statute, as distinguished from a mere violation thereof, is made an 
essential ingredient of the offense that honest mistake and misappre- 
hension excuses and saves the alleged offender from guilt.” See, also, 
S. v. King, 86 N. C., 603. It is further to be observed that this very 
doctrine is substantially stated in the opinion of the Court and wholly 
ignored by the decision. The Court says: ‘There is, however, a well- 
defined distinction between those acts which are criminal only by reason 
of the intent with which they are done, and those in which the intent 
to commit the forbidden act is itself the criminal act.” It is manifest 
that knowledge and intent are used as interchangeable terms, and 

even if it did not so appear, they must, of course, as a matter 
(585) of law, be considered as synonymous when applied to cases of 

this character. 1 Whar. Cr. L., 297. 8. v. Wool, 86 N. C., 708, 
and Farrell v. State, supra, fall within the latter branch of the above 
proposition, and it will be seen hereafter that the other cases cited in its 
immediate connection have but little or no bearing upon the point 
before us. 

Having fully established the distinction above mentioned, I will not 
proceed to an investigation of the other authorities upon which the 
decision is based. Farrell v. State, supra, so far from sustaining, 
seems to be in direct conflict with the view of the Court, as it is 
there held, even under a statute which did not require any scienter or 
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intent, that the defendant could show in his defense that the liquor 
he sold was represented to him as free from alcoholic properties, and 
that he sold it with that understanding and belief. 

In Carroll v. State, 63 Md., 551; People v. Robey, 52 Mich., 270, 
and the cases from Illinois, Arkansas, Georgia, West Virginia, Missis- 
sippi, and England, I find upon examination that the statutes involved 
in their decision do not require the existence of a guilty intent or 
knowledge. 

The only case that comes anywhere near sustaining the contention 
of the State is that of Redgate v. Haynes, L. R., Q. B. Div., 89, but it 
will be noted that the statute punishes the “suffering” of gaming to be 
carried on upon the premises, under which it is possible that the negli- 
gence of the landlady might be held sufficient. Blackburn, J., however, 
used the following language: “I agree that the mere fact that gaming 
was carried on on her premises would not render her liable to be con- » 
victed, because that is not ‘suffering’ the gaming to be carried on, and if 
the justices were of a different opinion, they were wrong; but I think if 
she purposely abstained from ascertaining whether gaming was going 
on or not, or, in other words, connived at it, that this would be 
enough to make her liable.” Of the same opinion was Lush, J., (586) 
the other sitting judge, who said: “The only question here is 
whether there was any evidence of such connivance, and I think there 
was.” ‘Thus it appears that even this case seems to conflict with the 
principle in support of which it is cited; and among the other decisions 
referred to in the opinion (which, as I have observed, are founded upon 
statutes not requiring intent or scienter) there may be found some 
which conflict with the doctrine laid down by the Court. For instance, 
in Whitton v. State of Mississippi, the indictment was for selling to an 
intoxicated person, and the statute did not require a guilty knowledge 
or intent; the Court said that “It was certainly necessary that the 
defendant should either have known or have had good reason to believe 
that the person to whom the liquor was sold was intoxicated at the time 
of the sale.” Another striking instance may be found in Mullins v. 
Collins, 9 Q. B., 292, of which I will speak hereafter. The passages 
cited from Wharton’s Criminal Law are broad enough to sustain the 
position of the State, but I find that they are all based upon statutes 
which make the forbidden act indictable irrespective of a guilty 
knowledge or intent, and that in some of the statutes it is expressly 
provided (as in West Virginia and Illinois) that a'sale to minors by 
any person, “by agent or otherwise,” is an offense against the criminal 
law. In West Virginia it is also provided that a sale “by one person 
for another shall, in any prosecution for such sale, be taken and deemed 
_asale by both,” etc. 
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In 8. v. Mugler, 47 Ark., 110, much relied upon by the State, it is 
expressly said that the case was decided upon an act of the Legislature 
(1879) which changed the law to avoid the effect of the decision in the 
previous case of 8. v. Cloud, 36 Arkansas, wherein it was distinctly 
held that a barkeeper could not be criminally liable for a sale made by 
his clerk in his absence, and without his authority. 

In Carroll v. State, 68 Md., supra, the Court said that “It is 
(587) not necessary to allege scienter, because it is not made an ingre- 
dient by the statute that the thing shall be knowingly and will- 
fully done to make the violation of the statute an offense.” It is mani- 
fest that if the statute had required such an ingredient, the Court would 
have held the principal criminally liable. In Barnes v. State, 19 Conn., 
398, the defendant was indicted for selling liquor to a common drunk- 
ard, and it appeared that the sale was made by the clerks of the defend- 
ant, and it was held to be error to exclude evidence that the defendant 
had given his clerks specific directions to sell no liquor to common 
drunkards. 

In S. v. Wool, 86 N. C., 708, the indictment was simply for an un- 
lawful sale by a retailer (not by his agent) without the prescription 
of a physician, and no knowledge or intent is required by the statute 
to constitute the offense. The liability of the principal for the act of 
his agent did not arise in the case. 

In 8S. v. McBrayer, supra, the indictment was upon the statute now 
under consideration, but the sole point determined was that a physician 
who keeps on hand intoxicating liquors for the purpose of sale or profit 
was a “dealer,” and that if he prescribed it and gave it to a minor, 
he would be guilty. The case was put upon the ground that ignorance 
of the law is no defense, and the decisions in 8. v. Boyett, 32 N. C., 336, 
and S. v. Presnell, 34 N. C., 103, for illegal ‘voting under a mistake of 
law were cited. 8S. v. Dickens, 2 N. C., 407, was a case of extortion, and 
also a question of law, though it has been overruled by this Court, and 
a criminal intent is now required. S. v. Pritchard, 107 N. C., 991. 

S.v. Scoggins, 107 N. C., 959, turned upon a question of evasion by 
an adult purchasing with money of the minor, and then giving him the 
liquor. 8S. v. Lawrence, 97 N. C., 492, simply decides that a father 

cannot authorize a sale to his minor son. S. v. McNeely, 60 
(588) N. C., 232, only decides that a licensee may employ an agent, 

and that the latter will be protected, but that his assignee will 
not be protected. It is said, im passim, “the master remaining liable 
for the acts and contracts of such clerk or agent done or made within 
the scope of his employment.” This very clearly had no reference 
to the present or any other similar statute, as there were none such 1 in 
existence at the time in this State. : 


414 


N.C.] | FEBRUARY TERM, 1892. 


STATE v. KITTELLE. 


bY 


In respect to the libel case of Rex v. Guich, M. & M., 483, it is only 
necessary to refer to Bishop’s Criminal Law (Vol. I, 219) to see that 
it lends no support to the contention of the State. The learned author 
says: “The master is never liable criminally for acts of his servant, 
done without his consent and against his express orders. The liability 
of a bookseller to be indicted for a libel, sold from his store by his clerk, 
is nearest to it. But the character of these cases has not always been 
understood. If carefully examined, they will be found to contain no 
new doctrine. . . . They make a sale in a master’s store high, and, 
unexplained, decisive evidence of his assent and codperation; but they 
will not bear out the claim that a bookseller is liable, at all events, 
for a sale by his general clerk. Lord Mansfield said, in Rex v. Almon, 
5 Bur., 2686: ‘The master may avoid the effect of the sale by showing 
that he was not privy nor assenting to it, nor encouraging it.’ So, in 
Starkie, it is said that the defendant in such cases may rebut the pre- 
sumption by showing that the libel was sold contrary to his orders or 
under circumstances negativing all privity on his part.” See, also, 1 
Hawk. P. C., 73; Rex v. Walter, 3 Esp. R., 21; Gen’l v. Seddon, 1 
Orompt. & Jarvis, 220. In Mullins v. Collins, supra, cited by the Court, 
the distinction I have been endeavoring to draw is clearly recognized. 
The defendant was indicted for supplying liquor to a constable on duty, 
and it was held that the licensee was liable, although he had no knowl- 
edge of the act of his servant. Archbold, J., said that “Section 16 is one 
of a series of clauses, headed offenses against the public order, 
and must, therefore, be construed in the way most effective for (589) 
maintaining public order. It contains three subsections, the 
first of which creates offenses which must be ‘knowingly’ committed, 
but the appellant has been convicted under the second subsection, 
where the word ‘knowingly’ is omitted. This seems to point to the 
conclusion that the licensed victualler will be liable for the act of his 
servant, although he himself has not knowingly committed an offense 
against the second subsection.” In view of these authorities, chiefly 
cited in the opinion, it would seem unnecessary to produce any others 
to sustain the position that where the statute makes the guilty knowledge 
of the dealer an essential ingredient of the offense, the principal with- 
out such knowledge cannot be convicted by the act of his servant. Not 
a single authority has been produced where, under a similar statute, 
a conviction has ever been sustained under such circumstances, while 
most of the cases cited by the Court abundantly sustain the opposite 
view. 

Mr. Bishop says (Bishop Stat. Crimes, 1022; 1 Bishop Crim. Law, 
522, 523): “Where the statute is silent as to the defendant’s intent or 
knowledge, the indictment need not allege, or the government’s evi- 
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dence show, that he knew the fact; his being misled concerning it is a 
matter for him to set up in defense and prove. Quite different are the 
law and procedure where the statute has the word ‘knowingly,’ or 
the like; knowledge there is an element in the crime; the indictment 
must allege it, and the evidence against the defendant must affirma- 
tively establish its existence.” See, also, 1 Wharton, 297. In Hunter v. 
State, 18 Tex., 444, the Court said that “Knowledge of this fact 
(minority) by the defendant, at the time of the act, is as essential to 
constitute this offense, as a fraudulent intent at the time of taking 
property is to constitute the crime of larceny.” It is hardly neces- 
sary to say anything further in support of what I conceive to be so plain 

a proposition, and I will now cite a few of the numerous authori- 
(590) ties which, in addition to those already referred to, bear directly 

upon the particular question before us. “Under the statutes for- 
bidding the sale of intoxicating drinks without license, and the former 
enactments against selling goods to slaves without the consent of their 
masters (see S. v. Privett, 49 N. C., 100), it is sufficient in defense that 
the sale was made by the defendant’s clerk unauthorized either absolutely 
or by implication.” 1 Bishop C. L., 220; 8. v. Lawson, 2 Bay., 360; 
Ewing v. Thompson, 13 Mo., 182; Caldwell v. Sacra, Litt. Sel. Cases, 
118. : : 

In Commonwealth v. Nicholas, 10 Met., 259, which was a prosecu- 
tion for the unlawful sale of liquor, it was held that “Tf a sale of liquor 
is made by the servant, without the knowledge of the master, and really 
in opposition to his will, and in no way participated in, approved or 
countenanced by him, and this is clearly shown by the master, he ought 
to be acquitted.” The Court said “We are aware, as already inti- 
mated, the master is sometimes made responsible, civilly, for hig ser- 
vant’s misconduct. The responsibility may grow out of an express or 
imphed undertaking that the thing to be done shall be done, or out of 
that great principle of vigilance imposed upon a master that he must 
see that his business is conducted so as not to injure others, or that his 
servants shall be duly attentive and prudent. But the master is never 
lable criminally for acts of his servants, done without his consent and 
against his express orders.” This case is cited with approval in the 
late decision in Commonwealth v. Stevens, 151 Mass., 26 N. E. Rep., 
992. So in Hipp v. State, 2 Black., 149, it was held that an innkeeper 
was not liable for the selling of spirituous liquor to an intoxicated 
person by his barkeeper, in his absence and without his knowledge. So 
in Commonwealth v. Bryant, 142 Mass., 468, it was held that an un- 
lawful sale of intoxicating liquor by a servant in his master’s shop, 

and in the regular course of his master’s lawful business, is not 
(591) prima facie a sale by the master. The Court said that the 
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“fact that a man employes a servant to conduct a business expressly 
authorized by statute, and that the servant makes the unlawful sale 
in the course of it, do not necessarily overcome the presumption of 
innocence merely because the business is liquor selling, and may be 
carried beyond it.” Commonwealth v. Putnam, 4 Gray, 16; Common- 
wealth v. Dunbar, 9 Gray, 298; Barrington v. Simpson, 134 Mass., 169; 
45 Am. Rep., 314; Commonwealth v. Hayes, 145 Mass., 289. 

In the ‘merioan and English Ene., Vol. II, 711, et aa many cases 
are collated, some of which I have been unable to examine. - It is stated 
in the text that “A licensee to sell intoxicating liquors is bound, at his 
peril, to see that the conditions of the license are complied with by his 
servants or agents; but to render a defendant liable for sales made by 
agents or servants, a defendant’s knowledge or consent must be shown.” 
To the same effect are People v. Utter, 44 Barb., 170; Anderson v. 
State, 22 Ohio, 305; Commonwealth v. Nicholas, 10 Met. 259; Wetz- 
ter v. State, 18 Ind., 35; Wreidst v. State, 48 Ind., 579; S. v. Hayes 67 
Towa, 27; S. v. Shortell, 93 Mo., 123; Commonwealth v. Wachendarf, 
141 Mass., 170. In the last case the Court said “It would require a 
clear expression of the will of the Legislature to justify a construction 
of a penal statute which would expose an innocent man to a disgraceful 
punishment for an act of which he had no knowledge, which he did not 
in any way take part in or authorize, but which he had forbidden.” 

When we consider that the cases cited are upon statutes which, like 
those referred to in the opinion, do not require a guilty knowledge or 
intent, and that they indicate very clearly that the great weight of au- 
thority, even upon such statutes, is against the contention of the State, 
and when we further consider, as I have already observed, that not one 
decision has been produced which dispenses with a guilty knowledge or 
intent, where the law expressly requires it, I think it must be 
apparent, that the doctrine of respondeat superior has, in this (592) 
case, been extended beyond the limits of precedent, and with all 
deference, I will add, beyond the well settled a of the criminal 
law. 

Jt is said that any other ruling would lead to an evasion of the law 
in many instances, and that the principal should be held to such an 
accountability because of the trust reposed in him by reason of his 
selection by the county commissioners as a fit person to retail intoxicat- 
ing hquor. It must be remembered that the public is not without pro- 
tection, as the agent or servant who makes an unlawful sale is liable 
to be indicted and punished. S.v. Wallace, 94 N. C., 829. The possible 
evils resulting from a failure to hold an innocent principal guilty is a 
matter which should be addressed to the lawmakers; and if they see 
fit to do so, they may enact laws similar to those in West Virginia, 
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Arkansas, Maine, Illinois, and other states, under which the principal 
is held to be chargeable with the guilty knowledge of the agent. It 
_ was because of the existence of the principle I am insisting upon that 
such laws were made, and that legislation was deemed necessary in this 
State in order to fasten a criminal liability upon the principal is ap- 
parent from section 90, ch. 34, Rev. Code, in which it was expressly 
provided that in unlawful sales to slaves the principal should be 
criminally liable for the act of his agent, unless he showed that the sale 
was made without his consent. Public policy may have much to do in 
the interpretation of statutory laws, but I do not see how it can control 
language, which is not only free from ambiguity and doubt, but has 
universally been held to be susceptible of but one meaning when used 
in criminal offenses. If the policy to be subserved requires a convic- 
tion in a case like the present, it is very strange that such great pains 
should have been taken to defeat its object by explicitly requiring that 

the unlawful act should be accompanied with a guilty knowledge. 
(593) The position of the State cannot rest upon public policy alone, 

but it must be based upon some principle, and this principle 
must necessarily be that in criminal cases the actual or constructive 
knowledge of the agent 1s the knowledge of the principal. 

The merchant whose clerk, against his instruction and without his 
knowledge, purchases cotton in the seed between the hours of sunset 
and sunrise (The Code, secs. 1043, 1046), must, upon this principle, 
be held guilty of a violation of the criminal law; and far worse than 
this, if the clerk purchases goods, knowing them to have been stolen, the 
innocent merchant may be convicted and imprisoned in the State’s 
prison for a long term of years. It is a matter of public policy that 
the crime of larceny should be suppressed, but it would be startling, 
indeed, if the guilty knowledge which is required by the statute should 


- be ignored on stich a ground, and the most respectable merchants in the 


‘State exposed to the punishment of a felon. The Code, sec. 1074. The 
statute requires a guilty knowledge to constitute the offense of receiving, 
and I cannot see how the same language can be construed to mean actual 
knowledge in one case and a constructive knowledge in the other. It is 
said that the distinction consists in the fact that the dealer in liquors 
is selected by reason of his fitness to carry on that particular business, 
and therefore he must be held responsible for the acts of his servants, 
but it is submitted that such a reason cannot have the effect of over- 
riding the plain and unmistakable language of the law, which is, in 
substance, the same in both cases. Such considerations may be influ- 
ential with the Legislature in order that the law may be amended so as 
to hold the principal responsible for his negligence in the selection of 


418 


N.O.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1892. 


STATE Uv. KITTELLE. 
improper. agents and for their unlawful conduct, but 1t cannot authorize 
a court to ignore its explicit requirements. 7 

It is further argued that the act of the agent in selling to a-minor 
makes out a prima facie case of knowledge, and there being no 
evidence on the part of the agent in rebntial, the principal must (594) 
therefore be guilty. This is very true as to the agent, but it is a 
a petitio principti to say that such constructive knowledge is the 
knowledge of the principal, as that is the very question we are called 
upon to determine. It is plain, from our statute, that the presump- 
tion of scienter arises only as against the person ho: does the selling, 
and the law has been careful to progide that such a person may rebut 
the presumption and show the truth of the transaction. If the law, 
then, is so careful as to the actual vendor, it would be strange, indeed, 
if it-did not display some solicitude for one who had no knowledge 
whatever of the particular transaction. It must be evident that the 
Legislature never intended that anyone should be convicted under this 
law without being permitted to show his innocence, and if the agent 
who does the selling could rebut the prima facie case of guilty knowl- 
edge which is raised by his own act, it would be a hard measure, 
indeed, to deny the same privilege to one who is admittedly innocent 
both of the unlawful act and the guilty knowledge. 

In providing that the unlawful sale should be prima facve evitene 
of knowledge, the law did not intend to dispense with the element of 
sctenter as an ingredient of the crime. It simply shifted the burden 
of proof, reserving to the defendant the right to show his inocence. 
Tt was never intended, I think, to extend the pruma facre case to one 
who did not commit the act, and at the same time put it in the power 
of the person who committed the act, either by neglect or connivance, 
to shut out all testimony whatever tending to show the absolute inno- 
cence of the party charged. I am very sure that the pruma facie case 
applies only to the person making the sale; but if this is not true, and it 
is extended to the principal, why, pray, does not the right to rebut the 
prima facie case go along with it? It is said that the defendant has 
such a right, but it is to be restricted to the rebuttal of the guilty knowl- 
edge of the agent alone, and that however innocent, in fact, the 
principal may be, he is precluded from showing it. Thus we (595) 
have, as a result, the naked proposition that there can be such 
an anomaly as what may be termed an irrebuttal constructive sctenter. 
when the plain language of the statute requires that the dealer shall 
not be convicted if he shows that he is without guilty knowledge. 

It may be observed that the incongruity of the position is further 
illustrated by the fact that. the record discloses that both of the clerks, 
who were indicted and tried with the defendant, were acquitted; and 
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thus we have the case of a principal being convicted for the act of an 
agent who himself has been declared innocent. 

Now, it may be that a person can be convicted who commands two 
others to commit an offense, and the proof shows that it must neces- 
sarily have been committed by one of them, although both must be 
acquitted because of the inability of the jury to find which of the two 
committed the crime; but where the principal is absent and the offense 
is committed contrary to his wishes and commands, and his guilt is 
asserted solely on the ground of agency, it would seem to present, at 
least, a novel groundwork upon which to build a case of constructive 
crime, it being impossible for the defendant to ascertain upon which 
agent the prima. facie case, which he is required to rebut, has been 
imposed. The genius of free and constitutional government is op- 
posed to constructive crime, and while I do not say it may not be 
warranted in cases of this character, where, in the interest of good 
morals, a great evil should be suppressed, I cannot sanction such a doc- 
trine when, as in this instance, the Legislature has not only failed to 
authorize, but, in my opinion, has expressly forbidden it. Ingenuity 
may be able to construct a plausible argument in support of the con- 
viction, but I think it must be attended with difficulty, and especially 
must this be so when the rule which requires all penal statutes to be 

construed strictly has always been considered in this State to be 
(596) something more than a mere idle expression. The rule is 

founded upon the great principles of the criminal law, and must 
be followed in this as well as in other cases. I can see no reason why 
the principle of the conviction in this case may not, as I have indicated, 
be extended to offenses of a more serious character, and it is chiefly 
because of this possible evil that I have felt it my duty to state the 
grounds of my dissent at such length. | 

“Bad precedents,” it is sald, “are like arrows shot from a bow. 
They cannot be controlled after they have left the string. Their logical 
sequence often runs terribly away to consequences never dreamed of. 

I distrust the social advantages promoted by decisions of this 
nature. Timeo Danaos et dona ferentes. They have the fair sem- 
blance of handmaidens of morality. They may be wooden horses un- 
Wwittingly drawn within the citadel of the Bill of Rights.” : 

In conclusion, I will add that the defendant is also entitled to a new 
trial on the ground that his Honor charged the jury that if they be- 
lieved that the witness bought of one of the clerks, the defendant was 
guilty. There could be no prima facre case against anyone until the 
fact of minority was found; but notwithstanding this, the guilt of the 
defendant was made to turn upon the simple fact of selling to the wit- . 
ness. There are no admissions in the case, and the charge of the court 
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in this particular was excepted to. The error is too plain for further 
elaboration, and thus the very foundation of this constructive crime 18 
swept away. It may be said the refused instructions assumed the 
minority of the witness, but it surely cannot be insisted that every hy- 
pothesis contained in a refused imstruction is to be, construed into 
solemn admissions, and that the judge, in charging the jury on the 
whole case, is to assume them to be true. Besides, it was equally nec- 
essary that the State should establish the fact that the witness was 
unmarried, and not a word is said about this essential ingredient, (597) 
either in the prayer for instructions or in the charge as given. | 

For the reasons stated, I am of opinion that defendant has been im- 
properly convicted, and that he is entitled to a new trial. 


Per Curiam. 3 | No error. 


Cited: SS. v. Corporation, 111 N. C., 664; S. v. Austen, 114 N. C., 
858; Hpps v. Smith, 121 N. C., 161; 8S. v. McLean, ib., 595; 8. v. BR. R., 
122 N. C., 1062; 8. v. McDonald, 1338 N. C., 684; &. v. Neal, tb., 690; 
S. v. Holder, 1b., 712; 8. v. Powell, 141 N. C., 785; S. vo. BR. B., 145 
N. C., 541; 8S. v. Wenner, 153 N. C., 603; 8S. v. Fisher, 162 N. C., 565, 
569; S. v. Parris, 181 N. C., 587; S. v. Johnson, tb., 648, 644. 


THE STATE v. JOHN P. YOUNT er at. 
Verdict, Special—Municipal Ordinance—Taxation—License. 


Upon the trial of an indictment charging the defendants with the prosecution 
of a certain trade without paying a tax and procuring a license, in viola- 
tion of a municipal ordinance, the jury returned a special verdict, but 
failed to find the facts in reference to the payment of the tax and 
issuance of the license: Held, that the verdict was fatally defective. : 


AVERY, J., dissenting. 


CrimiInaL action, tried upon appeal from the Municipal Court of 
Newton, at Spring Term, 1892, of Carawsa, Bynum, J. 
The case is stated in the opinion. 


Attorney-General and M. L, McCorkle for the State. 
L. L. Witherspoon (by brief) for defendants. 


Merrion, ©. J.: It is not sufficient that a special verdict finds sim- 
ply the facts that raise the particular question or questions of law in- 


421 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. (110 


STATE Uv. PRICE. 


tended to be submitted to the court; it must find unequivocally and 
explicitly all the material facts that might warrant the court in adjudg- 
ing the guilt or innocence of the defendant. Otherwise, the court could 
not adjudge that he is guilty or not guilty, and in that ease it 
(598) would direct a venire de novo. S. v. Blue, 84 N. C., 807; 8. v. 
Curtis, 71 N. C., 56; S. v. Bray, 89 N. C., 480; Whar, Gr. PL. 
aud Pr., sec. 746 (9 Ed. . 
In the present case the defendants are hateed with a violation of an 
ordinance of the town of Newton, in that they kept a meat-stand and 
sold pork in that town without having a license so to do, as required by 
the ordinance. The special verdict fails to find as a fact that the defend- 
ants had or had not paid the tax and obtained a license as required and 
alleged in the warrant. It is hence fatally defective. The court could 
not, upon this verdict, adjudge that the defendants are guilty or not 
euilty, as contemplated and intended by it. 

It was suggested that it was not necessary that the jury should have 
found as a fact that the defendants had no license as required, because 
they did not produce one in evidence, and it must, therefore, be conclu- 
sively taken against them that they had none. This suggestion is 
without force here. It is not found as a fact that they failed to put a 
license in evidence, or that they failed to produce evidence to prove that 
they paid the tax required of them. It seems they might have been 
allowed to do so under the ordinance in question. It may be there was 
such evidence—it does not appear there was not—and hence the ques- 
tion whether their failure to produce a license was to be taken as a 
conclusive fact against them does not arise. 

The special verdict must be set aside, and a ventre de novo awarded. 

New trial. 


(599) 
THE STATH v. J. W. PRICE er at. 
Appeal, Case and Hxceptions—Certiorari—Laches—N otice, Service of. 


1. The statute [The Code, sec. 597 (2)] regulating the manner of service of 
notices is applicable to service of case on appeal and exceptions thereto. 


2. Defendants in a criminal action served case on appeal upon the solicitor in 
due time, but it was agreed between counsel for appellant and the solici- 
tor that the latter should have fifteen days within which to file excep- 
tions; the exceptions were prepared and sent to the associate counsel of 
the solicitor, who resided in the same town with the defendants’ attorney, 
on the fifteenth day, with instructions to hand them to defendants’ coun- 
sel, but as he was absent, it was not done until next day: Held, that 
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there was laches in not causing the exceptions to be served within the 
stipulated time, and defendants were entitled to a certiorari to send up 
their case, which would be substituted for that settled by the trial judge. 


MeErrimon, C. J., dissenting. 


Appiication for certiorarz to bring up defendants’ case on appeal. 
The appellant’s counsel agreed, in writing, that the solicitor should 
have fifteen days within which to serve his countercase or exceptions to 
appellant’s case. On the fifteenth day the countercase was sent by the 
_ solicitor to counsel who had been employed to assist in the prosecu- 
tion, who lived in the same town (Monroe) with the defendants’ counsel, 
and it is alleged that the countercase would have been served on the 
latter day within the stipulated time, but the defendants’ counsel was 
absent from home that day at Greensboro, and on his return the next 
day the countercase was served on him. The papers having been sent to 
the judge, he notified counsel of the time and place of settlmg the case 
on appeal. The defendants’ counsel did not attend, but wrote to the 
judge insisting that the countercase, not having been served on him till 
the day after the expiration of the agreed time, the judge had no 
power to settle the case, and that the defendants’ statement (600) 
should be sent up as the case on appeal. The judge found the 
facts as above stated, and proceeded to settle the case on appeal, which 
~is in the transcript. The appellant now asks that the judge’s state- 
ment of the case on appeal be disregarded, and that a writ of certeorari 
issue to the clerk to send up the defendants’ statement of the ease, to 
the end that the case in this Court should be argued thereon. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
D. A. Covington, J. B. Batchelor, and John Devereux, Jr.. for 
defendants. 


Crark, J.: If the appellee files no exceptions within the proper 
time to appellant’s case, the latter should be certified to this Court, and 
will be taken here as the case on appeal. Russell v. Davis, 99 N. C., 
115; Simmons v. Andrews, 106 N. C., 201; Booth v. Ratcliffe, 107 
N. C., 6; 8. v. Carlton, 107 N. C., 956. This, however, would not apply 
where the failure to serve the countercase in time was without laches 
on the part of the appellee. Russell v. Koonce, 102 N. C., 485; Mitchell 
v. Haggard, 105 N. C., 173, and cases cited in Simmons v. Andrews, 
supra. The appellee contends that such was the case here, because the 
counterecase was in Monroe, and would have been served in time, but 
that this was prevented and made impossible by the absence of appel- 
lant’s counsel. This contention loses sight of the fact that service of 
the countercase could not be prevented by such absence. The Code, sec. 
597 (1), provides that “notices and other papers” may be served on 
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the attorney “during his absence from his office by leaving the paper 
with his clerk therein, or with a person having charge thereof, or when 
there 1s no person in the office, by leaving it between the hours of 6 in 
the morning and 9 in the evening in a conspicuous place in the office, 
or, if it be not open to admit of such service, then by leaving it at 

the attorney’s residence with some person of suitable age and 
(601) discretion”; section 597 (2) provides for service of papers 

upon the party himself (Turner v. Holden, 109 N. C., 182); 
section 597 (4) provides that this mode of service shall not apply 
to “a summons or other process or of any paper to bring a party 
into contempt.” It seems clear, therefore, that it applies to all other 
papers, including cases and countercases on appeal. It is reasonable 
that it should be so, since these must be served within a limited time; 
and if the statute did not apply, the service of cases and countercases 
would often be delayed or prevented by the temporary absence of the 
opposite counsel. 

As the appellee is in default in not having served the countercase 
within the time limited, the burden was upon him to rebut the pre- 
sumption of laches. This he has not done, even as to service on de- 
fendants’ counsel, nor has he shown any reason why the case was not 
served on the defendant himself in the absence of his counsel. 

Had the appellee given the papers to the officer in sufficient time to 
secure service, and the officer had willfully or negligently failed to 
‘serve them, the appellee would not have lost his right, if not guilty of 
laches, to have service made thereafter, and after the lapse of the pre- 
scribed time, if he acted with due diligence. But here there is nothing to 
excuse the laches in failing to serve the papers by leaving them at the 
counsel’s office or residence, as above provided, or upon the defendant. 
Indeed, it does not appear that they were handed to an officer at all 
within thie prescribed time. 8. v. Johnson, 19 N. C., 852. 

In Walker v. Scott, 102 N. C., 487, where the facts as to the service 
of the case on appeal and countercase within the time were in dis- 
pute, the ‘Court held that the facts in regard thereto should be deter- 
mined in the court below, and when that was done, the Court here passed 

‘upon the law applicable to such state of facts. Walker v 
(602) Scott, 104 N. ©., 481. In the present case these preliminary 
facts have been found by the judge, and appear in the record. 

Upon them it appears that the appellee’s countercase was not served 
within the time limited, and it has not been shown that such failure 
was without laches on the part of the appellee. An agremeent between 
counsel to extend time is often convenient, and sametimes almost neces- 
sary, for the judge has no power to grant the extension; besides, it is 
better in many ways, and saves debate, that the extension of time, if 
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allowed, should be made by agreement. Such agreements, if made in 
writing, or admitted, are recognized as valid by Rule 39 of this Court, 
and by repeated decisions. Wade v. New Bern, 72 N. C., 4983. Sever 
v. McLaughlin, 82 N. C., 332; Taylor v. Brower, 78 N. C., 8; Adams 
vo. Reeves, 74 N. C., 106; Rouse v. Quinn, 75 N. C., 354; Walton v. 
Pearson, 82 N. C., 464; Hutchinson v. Rumfelt, 83 N. C., 441; Seroggs 
v. Alexander, 88 N. C., 64; Holmes v. Holmes, 84 N. C., 833; Office v. 
Bland, 91 N. C., 1; McCanless v. Reynolds, 91 N. C., 244; Short »v. 
Sparrow, 96 N. C., 348; Manufacturing Co. v. Simmons, 9T N. C., 89; 
Graves v. Hines, 106 N. C., 323. In a late ease, Mitchell v. Haggard, 
105 N. C., 173, the Court not only recognized such agreement, but con- 
strued its meaning. When here fifteen days for service of countercase 
was agreed on, the effect was merely to substitute fifteen days for the 
five days allowed by statute, leaving the rights of the parties in all 
other respects, including the manner of service of the countercase, 
intact. The appellant is, therefore, entitled to have the case on appeal, 
as stated by him, taken as the true case on appeal, and a writ of 
certiorarz to bring it up will issue as prayed for. 


Merrimon, C. J., dissenting: The statute does not recognize or 
allow a practice that is observed by counsel and tolerated by the courts 
whereby gentlemen of the bar, for their common convenience, 
agree with each other to extend the time for stating and settling (603) 
cases on appeal to this Court, and in some other cases beyond 
that prescribed by the statute. This practice is solely for the ease 
and convenience of counsel, and is allowed when it cannot prejudice 
their clients. When such agreements are made in an action, they 
should be liberally interpreted as between the counsel making them, 
and not allowed to prejudice the parties to the action or either of 
them. Accident, mistake, misapprehension, sudden brief absence of 
the opposing counsel, and the like considerations, should not be al- 
lowed to determine the agreement, unless the delay should be unreason- 
able and seriously prejudice the party insisting upon a strict 
observance of it. The practice should be thus liberal, else the courts 
should uniformly require a strict observance of the statute. In the 
present case the time for filing amendments by the appellee to the case 
stated on appeal by the appellant was extended fifteen days. Such 
amendments were prepared by the appellee’s counsel, and steps were 
taken in good faith to serve the appellant’s counsel with them on the 
fifteenth day of the time so specified, but it so turned out that the latter 
was absent from his office, attending court at a distance on that day, 
and, on that account, he was not so served until the day after the time 
specified expired. The appellant, hence, insists that the service was not 
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within the time so agreed upon, and, therefore, the case stated by him 
is the case on appeal for this Court. I think there was a substantial 
compliance with the agreement. The appellee’s counsel attended to and 
prepared such amendments; he would have served the appellant’s coun- 
sel with them within the time agreed upon but for the latter’s absence; 
he was served with them the next day, and the appellant could suffer. 
no prejudice by the slight delay so occasioned. 
It is suggested that the appellee’s counsel might have boreay, the 
amendments within the time by having the sheriff deliver them at the 
office of the appellant’s counsel in his absence. Such service 
(604) would have had no legal effect. The statute makes no such pro- 
vision; the agreement took the matter without the statute, and 
made it subject to the practice above pointed out. That practice, in my 
judgment, is not to be tolerated, unless it is subject to the just and liberal 
interpretation that I insist it must receive; otherwise, it may result, 
in possible cases that may frequently arise, in serious prejaaieert to liti- 
gants. Owens v. ee 91 N. C., 253. 


Per Curiam. | Motion allowed. 


Cited: Sondley v. Asheville, 112 N. C.,.696; Hemphill v. Morrtson, 
1b., 758; Cummings v. Hoffman, 118 N. C., 268; Atkinson v. BR. £., vb., 
588; Arrington v. Arrington, 114 N. ©., 116; Rosenthal v. Roberson, 
ab., 595, 596; Watkins v. BR. #., 116 N. C., 966; McNeill v. R. R., 117 
N. C., 643: Roberts v. Partridge, 118 N. C,, 356; Herbin v. Wagoner, 
ad., 660; Saw: Smith, 119 N. C., 317; g. v. Mich. 134 N. C., 190; 
Barber». Justice, 188 N. C., 21. 


THE STATE v. JAMES SHARP et At. 


Jurors, Grand—Challenges—Plea wn Abatement—Indictment— 
Quashing. _ 

1. Plea in abatement filed before pleading generally to an indictment is the 
proper way to raise the question of the qualification of an individual 
grand juror. Such plea will not be sustained unless it shows the want 
of some positive qualification prescribed by. law. All other objections to 
the competency of grand jurors must be taken by challenge in apt time. 


2. The fact that the son of the prosecutor, in an indictment for larceny, was 
a member of the grand jury, and actively participated in finding the bill, 
did not vitiate the indictment, and it was error to auger it on: that 
ground. a a 


Inpictment for the larceny of corn, the neosenhy of. N Seah Howell. 
with a count for receiving, heard on demurrer toa ples in anions, at 
Spring Term, 1891, of Haywoon, before Brown, J. ae ee 
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‘The defendants filed a formal plea, in which they ask that the indict- 
ment be quashed for that Kinsey Howell, a member of the grand jury 
that found the indictment, as they are informed, was a son of 
Nelson Howell, who is marked as prosecutor of said cause, and (605) 
whose goods are charged in the bill to have been taken, and that 
the said Kinsey Howell “actively engaged in finding said bill a true bill.” 
The demurrer of the State to the plea in abatement was overruled, and 
the solicitor for the State appealed. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
J.C, L. Gudger (by brief) and G. 8. Ferguson for defendant. 


Avery, J.: This is not a challenge to the array, but a motion to 
quash made before arraignment by plea in abatement, and founded upon 
the idea that a particular grand juror was disqualified because he is a 
son of the prosecutor, and that his incompetency vitiated the action of 
the whole inquisitorial body which found the indictment. It is well 
settled in this State that a plea in abatement, filed before the defendant 
has demurred or pleaded to the indictment, and founded upon the fact 
that a single member of the grand jury that returned it into court was 
at the time.disqualified by law to serve in that capacity, must be allowed 
on sufficient ground for a motion to quash, if admitted by demurrer or 
established by a verdict. See ch. 36, Laws 1907; 8. v. Seaborn, 15 
N. C.,.305; 8. v. Watson, 86 N. C., 624; S. v. Baldwin, 80 N. C., 390; 
S. v. Smith, tbid., 410; S. v. Haywood, 73 N. C., 487; S. v. Wilcox, 104 
N..C., 847; S. v. Gardner, 104 N. C., 739. 

The general rule is that such a plea will not be sustained, if admitted 
to be true, unless it show a want of some positive qualification prescribed 
by law; that all other objections to the competency of a grand juror 
must be taken, if at all, by challenge, and will not be heard after the 
time for challenging is passed. Thom. & Mer. Juries, sec. 533; Bishop 
Cr. Procedure, sec. 739; People v. Jarrett, 3 Wend., 314; 12 A. & E. 
343a. It was held by the Supreme Court of Ohio, in a well 
considered opinion, that the fact that a member of the grand (606) 
jyary which found an indictment for murder was a nephew of the 
person murdered was not sufficient to make good a plea in abatement 
to the indictment. 8S. v. Haster, 30 Ohio St., 542; 32 Ohio St., 353; 
Commonwealth v. Tucker, 8 Mass., 286; U. 8S. v. Williams, 1 Dillon, 
485. This plea has not been regarded with favor by the courts because 
of the expense, delay, and danger of the escape of criminals that grow 
out. of entertaining it. Thom. & Mer., supra, secs. 535 and 536, and the 
authorities referred to in notes; S. v. Rickey, 5 Hals., 83. It will ap- 
pear by-reference to authorities that are seemingly in conflict with our 
position that they depend upon the construction of some local statute 
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providing specially a mode of challenge. The Ohio decisions cited 
supra rested upon the principle that the court could not go beyond the 
disqualifications specified in their statute, and say “the grand juror 
must also be no kin to those injured by the accused.” 

S. v. Rockafellow, 1 Hals., 340, has been cited as sustaining the oppo- 
site view, yet that was in fact a case where a grand juror was disquali- 
fied by statute, and the plea in abatement was sustained on that ground. 
The same Court, however, afterwards, in S. v. Reckey, supra, held that 
a plea in abatement, on the ground that a grand juror who had acted in 
finding the indictment had previously expressed the opinion that the de- 
fendant was guilty, would not be sustained because such objection could 
be heard only, if at all, as. a ground of challenge. While it would not 
be error in a judge to sustain a challenge to the competency of a petit 
juror, who was a stockholder and holder of notes of a bank, in an action 
brought to recover funds wrongfully taken from said bank by a defend- 
ant, a plea in abatement to an indictment for embezzling the same 
money, filed by the same defendant on the ground that the stockholder 
was a member of the grand jury that found the indictment, has been 

disallowed. The refusal to sustain such a plea rested upon the 
(607) ground that the juror was not interested in the prosecution, as he 

would neither gain nor lose by a conviction. Thomp. & Mer., 
secs. 180 and 571. The Court of Ohio has gone much further, in hold- 
ing that one who had contributed to a fund being subscribed to break 
up an unlawful traffic by prosecuting those engaged in 1t was not 
disqualified, if otherwise competent, to serve on the grand jury that 
passed upon indictments for the offense which he had so endeavored to 
suppress. Koch v. State, supra. The general principle seems to be 
that a desire to enforce the law is to be commended in a grand juror 
as in every other citizen. A trial by twelve of his peers is guaranteed 
to every man who is indicted, and the right of challenge is his protec- 
tion against bias, interest, or prejudice on the part of that body. 
Thomp. & Mer., supra, secs. 181, 202, and 572. Apart. from the dis- 
qualifications mentioned in sections 1722, 1728, and 1733 of The Code, 
there is no statutory bar to service on grand or petit juries in this 
State, and as there is no provision made by our statutes for challeng- 
ing a grand juror on account of interest or bias, we can only superadd 
to those express disqualifications such others as were recognized at 
common law. 8S. v. Seaborn and S. v. Wilcox, supra. 

In the two cases last cited, this Court held that an indictment should 
be quashed where it is made to appear, upon plea in abatement filed in 
apt time, either that a grand juror was not actually drawn or sum- 
moned or that he feed at the time of service in a county other than 
that in which he served. 
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In the case at bar the demurrer admits, what is alleged in the plea, 
that Kinsey Howell, a son of the prosecutor marked on the indictment, 
was a member of the grand jury and actively “engaged in finding said 
bill a true bill.” This action cannot be fairly construed to mean more 
than that he took part in the discussion and favored the finding of the 
indictment. Such participation by him in the deliberations 
of the body, as we have shown, did not vitiate its action. S. v. (608) 
Haster, supra. The affidavit of the defendant does not attribute 
to Howell, at most, more than a commendable desire to bring persous 
against whom probable cause had been shown to trial for larceny. His 
' motives were not impeached, nor was he charged with corrupt prac-. 
tices. Had it appeared that he resorted to any fraudulent trick or con- 
spiracy to induce the body to favor the finding of the indictment, a 
different question would have been presented for our consideration, and 
one which we are not called upon to discuss. <A delicate sense of the 
proprieties of life might suggest.to one, so closely connected by con- 
sanguinity or affinity as to make him amenable to objection as a juror 
on the trial of the same case, that the foreman of the body is clothed 
with power to excuse him, if he ask to be excused lest his motives 
might be questioned, either temporarily or permanently, as under the 
circumstances might seem best to him. But if Kinsey Howell were 
allowed to remain unchallenged on a petit jury impaneled in this case, 
and that jury should return a verdict of guilty on this indictment, it 
will not be contended that the verdict could be disturbed on account of 
his relation to the prosecutor. Indeed, where a grand juror manifests 
a. purpose to remain in the body while it is deliberating upon a charge 
against himself, there is conflict of authority as to the power of the 
court to compel him to retire, though the weight of authority and rea- 
son sustain the right of the court to make such an order. Thomp. 
& Mer., sec. 571. 7 

It must be remembered that a plea, which is intended to vitiate the 
action of the grand jury for the incompetency of a single member of 
the body, is quite different and distinct from a challenge to the array, 
because the jurors were not chosen by the agency or in the manner 
prescribed by law. Boyer v. Teague, 106 N. C., 576. | (609) 

For the reasons given, and upon the authorities cited, we are 
of opinion that there was error in overruling the demurrer, and 
the judgment of the court below must be 

Reversed. 


Cited: 8. v. Paramore, 146 N. C., 607; 9. v. Pitt, 166 N. C., 269: 
S. v. Brewer, 180 N. C., 717. 
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THE STATE v. J. A. TENANT. 
Police Regulation—-Corporations, Municipal—Ordinances, When Void. 


1. The ordinance of the city of Asheville providing that no person shall 
erect within the city limits any house or building of any kind, or add to, 
improve, or change any building without having first obtained permis- 
sion from the board of aldermen, is void, for the reason that it does not 
prescribe a uniform rule of action for governing the exercise of the dis- 
eretion of the aldermen, but, on the contrary, pee the rights of prop- 
erty subject to their arbitrary discretion. 


2. And a subsequent ordinance adopted to enforce the provisions of such | 
invalid ordinance by providing penalties against any person who shall 
construct or work upon the construction of any building being erected 
without the required permission, is void upon the same ground; and in 
this case is void upon the further ground that it was enacted after the 
contract to construct the building was entered into and the work had 
commenced. . 


InpictmxEnt for violation of a city ordinance, tried on appeal from 
the judgment of the mayor of Asheville, at October Term, 1891, of the 
Criminal Court of Buncompg, before Carter, J. 

The jury returned a special verdict, Salstantially as follows: 

1. That the city of Asheville is a corporation, ete. | 

2. That the Asheville Mission Hospital is a corporation, ete., aiid has 
for severa] years been conducting a hospital for sick and "destitute 

persons, on a lot of land owned by it in the city of Asheville. 
(610) 3. That the city duly passed the following ordinance: “That 

no person, firm or corporation shall build or erect within the lim- 
its of the city any house or building of any kind or character, or 
otherwise add to, build upon, or generally improve or change any house 
or building, without having ae applied to the aldermen and obtained a 
permission for such purpose.” 

4. On 15 May, 1891, the architect and agent for said Mission Hos- 
pital applied to the aldermen for permission to erect a building on said 
lot, to be used as a hospital for sick and diseased persons, in connec- 
tion with the building already on said lot, and which had been pre- 
viously used by said Mission Hospital for said purpose. 

5. That the following is a by-law of said Mission Hospital: “No 
person afflicted with infectious or contagious disease shall be admitted 
to the hospital, except by special permission and arrangement of the 
board of managers, acting under the advice of the chief physician, or 
some other member of the medical board lawfully acting in his stead’’; 
but cases of typhoid fever have been admitted into oe hospital ana 
cared for there. 
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6. That a petition was filed by a number of citizens of the city of 
Asheville asking the aldermen to refuse to permit said hospital to erect 
said building, and that the board of aldermen, on 12 June, 1891, 
appointed a committee to investigate the matter, and on 26 June, 1891, 
the aldermen refused to grant the permission asked for, without assign- 
ing any reason for such refusal. 

7. That after said refusal, work was commenced on said building and 
prosecuted for some time under a contract previously made by the de- 
fendant with the said Mission Hospital, and under the direction of its 
managers. | 

8. That on 28 August, 1891, the aldermen passed the follow- (611) 
ing ordinance: “That no person or persons shall construct, or 
shall encourage or aid in the construction of, or shall work as a con- 
tractor, carpenter, laborer, brick or stone mason, or any other capacity 
in the construction of any building within the corporate limits of the 
city, for the construction of which building no permit has béen granted 
by the city: Provided, however, that no act shall be deemed a viola- 
tion of this ordinance except such as are committed by the party or 
parties charged with such violation after he or they shall have been duly 
notified by the chief of police that no permit has been granted for the 
construction of said building. Any person violating said ordinance 
shall, on conviction thereof, be fined $50.” 

9. The defendant had knowledge of the foregoing facts and ordi 
nances, and was notified by the chief of police to stop work on said 
building, but he disregarded said notice and continued to work on the 
same until his arrest. 

10. That on 5 October, 1891, the defendant was arrested by a war- 
rant, tried and convicted before the mayor, and BEpeaw to the Criminal | 
Court of Buncombe County. 

If the court is of opinion that said ordinances are valid and consti- 
tutional, the jury find the defendant guilty; but if the court be of 
opinion that they are invalid and unconstitutional, the jury find the 
defendant not guilty. 

The court being of opinion that the ordinances are valid and consti- 
tutional, adjudged that the defendant was guilty, and that he pay a 
fine of $50 and costs. From this Judgment the defendant appealed to 
the Supreme Court. 


Attorney-General and T. H. Cobb for the State. 
W. W. Jones and F. A. Sondley for defendant. 


Avery, J.: The Legislature is empowered under the organic law to 
restrict an individual by direct enactment in the exercise of such domin- 
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(612) ion and control over his own house or premises as may result in 
injury to others, provided the prohibitory or restraining statute 
does not upon its face discriminate in favor of one person or class 
of persons over others. And, though the law-making power can 
unquestionably create a municipal corporation and delegate legislative 
authority to it, it cannot clothe the creature with power to do what the 
Constitution prohibits the creator from doing. Cooley Const. Lim. 
(4 Ed.), 198; Weith v. Wilmington, 68 N. C., 24. Police power may be 
exercised by the sovereign State through the General Assembly in dero- 
gation of the absolute right of the individual only for the general bene- 
fit, and by means of statutory provisions that upon their face operate 
indiscriminately upon and are enforcible by the same species of process 
against all persons and classes. S. v. Moore, 104 N. C., 721; 8. wv. 
Chambers, 93 N..C., 600; 8S. v. Stovall, 103 N. C., 416; Diset v. West 
Virginia, 129 U. S., 114; Mugler v. Kansas, 123 U. S., 623. “Towns 
and cities cannot use their power to create monopolies for the benefit 
of private individuals, nor can they pass by-laws imposing penalties that 
do not operate equally upon all citizens of the State who may come or 
live within the corporate limits.” S. v. Pendergrass, 106 N. C., 664; 
S. v. Summerfield, 107 N. C., 898; 1 Dillon, sec. 380 (313). 
lt is equally clear that if an ordinance is passed by a municipal cor- 
poration which, upon its face, restricts the right of dominion which 
the individual might otherwise exercise without question, not according 
to any general or uniform rule, but so as to make the absolute enjoyment 
of his own depend upon the arbitrary will of the governing authorities 
of the town or city, it is unconstitutional and void, because it fails to 
furnish a uniform rule of action and leaves the right of property sub- 
ject to the despotic will of aldermen who may exercise it so a8 to give 
exclusive profits or privileges to particular persons. Newton v. Belger, 
143 Mass., 598; Richmond v. Dudley, 129 Ind., 112; Yack Wo v. 
(613) Hopkins, 118 U.S8., 356; May v. People, 12 Col. App., 157; Bal- 
timore v. Rodeck, 49 Md., 217; Anderson v. Wellington, 40 Ks., 
173; In re Frazee, 68 Mich., 396; Tugman v. Chicago, 78 Ill, 405; 
Braceville v. Doherty, 30 Ill. App., 645; Barthel v. New Orleans, 564; 
Bolls v. Goshen, 117 Ill, 221; Lake View v. Lutz, 44 Ill, 81; Horr & 
Bemis Mun. Police Ordinances, sec. 13; Hvansville v. Martin, 41 Ind., 
145. | 
The first ordinance relied upon to support the indictment provides: | 
“That no person, firm or corporation shall build or erect within the 
limits of the city of Asheville . . . any building of any kind or 
character, or otherwise add to, build upon, or generally improve or 
change any building, without having first applied to the aldermen and 
obtained a permission for such purpose.” Whether the landowner pro- 
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poses to erect on his premises a storehouse, opera-house, dwelling, sta- 
ble, kitchen, henhouse, and whether he proposes to use fire-proof or 
combustible material in the structure, he is required to apply to the 
aldermen of Asheville for a permit, and if the ordinance is valid he 
incurs liability for violation of it the moment he begins the work of 
building. Moreover, if he should add a porch, a tower, or improve by 
digging a cellar the dwelling-house occupied by him, he would subject 
himself to like danger, though he should use no material in making the 
improvement not generally considered fire-proof. But while the right 
to prohibit the erection of a building without regard to the material to 
be used in constructing it has been held unreasonable, the most objec- 
tionable feature of the ordinance is the reservation by the aldermen of 
the right to refuse the application of one landowner and grant that of 
another, arbitrarily and despotically, when, for all material purposes, 
the two apply for precisely the same priyilese: 

We concede that the constitutionality of an ordinance pro- (614) 
hibiting the erection of wooden buildings, or buildings with 
wooden or shingle roofs, in the thickly settled portions of towns, and 
requiring a license before beginning to build such structures, has been 
usually, if not universally, sustained where the ordinance laid down a 
general rule that precluded the possibility of discrimination and favor- 
itism in granting the license so as to limit the privilege to certain per- 
sons. Codes v. Miller, 33 Am. Rep., 330; Tiedeman Police Power, 439, 
440. We admit, also, that there are authorities which maintain the 
doctrine that even where contracts have been made with builders for 
the erection of such wooden buildings, before the passage of a valid 
ordinance, the builder is considered as having entered into the contract, 
subject to the right of the municipality to enact a prohibitory by-law 
and annul his contract at any time before he begins to build and expend 
money, that he may lose, if prohibited from finishing. Knozville v. 
Bird, 12 Lea (Tenn.), 121. 

In Yuck Wo v. Hopkins, 118 U.S8., 356, the Court held that it was a 
violation of the 14th Amendment (in withholding the equal protection of 
the law) to pass and enforce ordinances in the city of San Francisco 
which forbade persons to erect scaffolds on roofs, or carry on laundries 
in that city, without license or the consent of the supervisors, because it 
conferred upon the municipal authorities arbitrary power, at their will 
and without regard to the competency of the person applying, or the pro- 
priety of the place selected for carrying on the business.” No matter, 
therefore, if the circumstances of a particular case were such that an ap- 
plicant seemed about to create a nuisance, he could not be punished 
under a void ordinance, or one which prescribed no rule for the exercise 
of discretion on the part of city aldermen in restricting persons in the 
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enjoyment of their rights of property or person. S. v. Webber, 107 
N. C., 962; 8. v. Hunter, 106 N. C., 796. 
Tn Newton v. Belger, supra, not only is the ping, enun- 
( 615) ciated, but the ordinance is almost identical with that .under 
eonsideration in the case at bar. The prohibiting portion was as 
follows: “No person shall erect, alter, rebuild, or essentially change 
any building or any part thereof, for any purpose other than a dwelling- 
house, without first obtaining, in writing, a permit from the. board of 
aldermen.” The Court said: “It does not merely forbid the erection of 
any building which is hazardous, and which. exposes other persons: or 
property to danger. . . . On the contrary, it gives them the power, 
by refusing a permit, to prevent the erection of any building, except a 
dwelling-house, for any reason which may be satisfactory to them. Under 
the ordinances they may refuse a permit because, in their opinion, it is 
desirable that certain parts of the city shall be used for handsome | 
dwelling-houses, and that all buildings for the purpose of trade shall be 
excluded, though in no sense dangerous.” . . . What is there in the 
ordinance under consideration to prevent the aldermen, if they: were so 
inclined, from prohibiting the construction of any houses, in a defined 
boundary, except costly dwellings, and thereby enhancing the value of 
the property, in which they have a personal interest? We have no idea 
that any such purpose exists, but we cannot sanction the enforcement 
of an ordinance by means of which the aldermen may at any ‘time: not 
only entertain, but act upon, such an improper motive. 7 

Upon the principle which we have announced, an ordinance agen the 
amount of city tax on theaters, roller-skating rinks, etc., at such sum 
of money as the council should determine in each particular: case Was 
held void, because it gave power to discriminate “between persons en- 
gaged in like business.” Balls v. Goshen, supra. An ordinance aimed 
at the Salvation Army, which forbade any persons or society to parade 

a street, singing or beating drums, ‘etc., without having - first 
(616) obtained the consent, in writing, of the mayor or, in his absence, 

of the president of the eity council, was declared. void. “upon the 
same ground. Anderson v. Wellington, supra. 

In Horr v. Bemis, supra, sec. 263, the rule as to the proper form of 
ordinances in reference to granting license is laid down as follows: 
“As has already been stated, no. discretionary powers should be vested 
in officers whose duty it 1s to execute the provisions of ordinances, and 
the rule is applicable to this class of ordinances. The ordinance siself 
should specify every condition of the license, and the officer should be 
merely entrusted with the duty of issuing licenses to all who comply 
with the prescribed conditions.” In State v. Hunter, supra, this Court 
held an ordinance unconstitutional because it clothed a policeman. with 
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an arbitrary discretion to determine what was a reasonable time to wait 
for persons to move off the sidewalk before making an arrest. 

S. v. Yopp, 97 N. C., 477, stands upon a very different principle. 
While the Legislature has no right to enact a law forbidding all men m 
a certain section from building houses of any kind on their own land, it 
unquestionably is empowered to forbid riding bicycles on a particular 
road or street altogether, because the lives of other persons and the 
safety of the property of others are imperiled by their use on account 
of the danger of frightening horses attached to vehicles. Svc ulere 
two ut non altenum laedas. Having power to prohibit using bicyles 
on the road entirely, the Legislature had the same power to authorize 
a person or tribunal to grant a license, when the road should be clear of 
vehicles, that it has to provide for licensing the sale of spirituous 
liquors. 

“Where the nuisance consists not in the building itself, but in the 
use to which it is put, the building cannot be destroyed.” Tiedeman, 
supra, 441. “Tf a house is used for the purpose of a trade or business 
by which the health of the public is endangered, the nuisance may be 
abated by removing whatsoever may be necessary to prevent the 
exercise of such trade or business.” Jbzd. The same principle (617) 
must necessarily apply to construction as to destruction of 
buildings on account of health. So that if the ordinance, instead of 
being void for want of a rule governing the exercise of discretion by 
aldermen, had provided in plain terms that no person or corporation 
should be allowed to erect a building without a license, at any point 
within the city, if it were understood that the person or corporation 
proposed to use the house for a hospital for the infirm or sick, and 
that the same individual or corporation had admitted a patient suffer- 
ing from typhoid fever into a hospital under their management on 
another portion of the same lot, the ordinance would have allowed an 
unreasonable interference with the rights of landowners, because it is 
not necessary, in order to protect health, to probihit a person from 
building a house according to any plan on his own land, but the end may 
be reached by prohibiting the reception of patients who are suffering 
from infectious or contagious diseases. The act incorporating the 
Asheville Mission Hospital, with which the defendant contracted to 
build, empowered the corporation to erect one or more hospitals “for un- 
fortunate and destitute persons,” and invested it with authority to make 
by-laws, etc. Private Laws 1891, ch. 306, secs. 3 and 4. So that the 
officers might, while the building was in the course of erection, have 
enacted a by-law providing that only aged and infirm persons who were 
destitute should be admitted. Instead of using their authority to pre- 
_ vent the spread of disease, the ordinance leaves it in the power of un- 
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principled officers to locate hospitals entirely with a view to enhancing 
the value of certain property. The erection of the hospital in a section 
where there were only tenement-houses might enhance values of prop- 
erty in ss vicinity, while if located in a more fashionable quarter it 
ight be considered an eyesore. 
(618) Th seems, however, that the corporation, in the case at bar, 
have ee at building on the same lot, which had been used as 
a hospital, and had asked a permit to add another and thereby furnish 
additional accommodation for the sick, and had passed a by-law for- 
bidding the reception of patients fifforiee from contagious or infec- 
tious diseases, except by special arrangement with the managers, under 
the advice cd the physician. But cases of typhoid fever had been ad- 
mitted to that hospital. We do not know, judicially, whether that 
disease 1s infectious or not; but if the city, instead of the Mission Hos- 
pital, will enact just such a prohibitory by-law applicable to all hospi- 
tals within the corporate limits, that question can be determined in the 
appointed way. Arkadelphia v. Clark, 277 A. & E. Corp. Cases, 586. Af- 
ter the license to build was refused, the work of building was commenced 
and prosecuted for some time aden a contract previously made by the 
defendant with the Mission Hospital. Subsequently (28 August, 1891) 
the ordinance providing that a further prosecution of such work, after 
notice, should subject all mechanics, contractors, etc., to a penalty, was 
passed, and the warrant, which charges specifically a violation of the 
said ordinance of 28 August, 1891, was issued on 5 October, 1891. If 
it be conceded that the first. ordinance was void because it prescribed 
no general rule for the exercise of discretion in granting permits, the 
ordinance passed after the contractor had expended money in disregard 
of the void by-law, and providing simply that all persons engaged in 
erecting such building should be subject to a penalty for failure of the 
owner of the property to get a permit under the old arbitrary law, would 
be subject to the same objection, if not of others equally as fatal to its 
enforcement against the defendant. 
There was error in the ruling of the court that the defendant was 
guilty. 
New trial. 


Cited: Rosenbaum v. New Bern, 118 N. C., 97; S. . Williams, 146 
N. C., 681; 8. v. Eubanks, 154 N. C., 632; 8. v. ae 164 N. C., 
495; 8. v. Bass, 171 N. C., 782; Clinard v. Winston, 173 N. C., 359, 
Brunswick-Balke Co. v. Mecklenburg, 181 N. C., 388. 
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PORTRAIT OF JUDGE BATTLE, PRESENTED TO THE SUPREME 
COURT ON TUESDAY, 15 MARCH, 1892 


————— 


Mr. JosepHu B. BatcHELor said— 

May it please your Honors: . 

The pleasant duty has been assigned to me of presenting to your Honors 
this portrait of Hon. Wittiam H. Barre, so long a member of.this Court, 
to be placed among these memorials of the honored dead. Jt was painted 
from life when he was in his fifty-ninth year, and represents him as he ap- 
peared during his service on the Superior Court bench, and for most of the 
time when he was a member of this Court. It will be recognized at once as 
a most accurate likeness by all who knew him. It is said “History is 
philosophy teaching by example’; it is, therefore, meet and right that these 
memorials of those who, by their lives, have illustrated history and earned 
the gratitude of their country should be preserved. 

On an occasion like this, may we not turn for a moment from the beaten 
road of professional and official labor to recall the life which he led, the work 
which he accomplished, and to learn the lessons which they teach? 

WitLiaM Horne Battie was born in Hdgecombe County on 17 October, 

1802. Elisha Battle, his great-grandfather, removed to this State from Vir- 
ginia and settled on Tar River. Here he became a leading citizen, and was 
a member of the Convention which met on 12 November, 1776, and adopted 
our first Constitution and Bill of Rights. Joel Battle, the father of Judge 
BAtrLE, was also an influential and enterprising citizen of the same county, 
and was one of the first to engage in manufacturing, having éstablished the 
Rocky Mount Mills, which were, until very recently, owned by the Battle 
family. His mother was a daughter of Amos Johnson, another large planter 
and leading citizen of Edgecombe County. Descended thus from ancestors 
who had lived in “the times that tried men’s souls,’ and had taken part. 
in its events, he held, by descent, the great principles taught in that heroic 
period. 
' His father having graduated at the University, and knowing and appreciat- 
ing the value of thorough education, gave to his six sons the same advan- 
tages which he had enjoyed. William, the eldest, after receiving his prepara- 
tory training at the schools which were then taught in his neighborhood, 
entered the University in January, 1818, and, becoming a member of the 
sopohomore class, graduated at the commencement in June, 1820, in the 
eighteenth year of his age. 

While at college he was distinguished by his cheerful and regular dis- 
charge of every duty, and the singular rectitude of his conduct; and, such 
was his industry and success in the prosecution of his studies that, although 
graduating at so early an age, he was awarded the honor of delivering the 
valedictory oration, which was then conferred on the second scholar in the 
class. The habits of industrious and patient study and investigation which 
he thus acquired at this early period lasted him through life, and contrib- 
uted greatly to the success which he afterwards achieved. 

‘Soon after leaving college he entered the Jaw school of Judge Henderson. 
Here he remained until January, 1824, applying himself with his usual dili- 
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gence, and winning the affection and esteem of his great instructor, fre- 
quently accompanying him to Raleigh, and acting as his amanuensis during 
the terms of the Supreme Court. In January, 1824, he applied to the Su- 
preme Court for license to practice law in the old Court of Pleas and Quarter 
Sessions. At that time, this, which was called the Court of the People, and 
was presided over by justices of the peace, was in existence in this State, 
and license was usually granted first for practice in this court only. After 
twelve months of additional study, the young attorney applied for license 
to practice in the Superior courts. But so favorabie was the impression 
which Mr. Barrie made upon the other members of the Court while acting 
as amanuensis for Judge Henderson, and such was their opinion of his legal 
acquirements at that early age, that they gave him both County and Su- 
perior Court license at the same time without the formality of an examina- 
tion. I know of no other instance in which this has been done. 
it seems that during this time the young student was not entirely en- 

grossed by Coke and Blackstone and Feame and Chitty and other legal 
lights. The poet had taught him that “The proper study of mankind is 
man,” and this he found was no less true if the technical man happened 
to be a lovely woman. While at the law school he formed many friendships 
which lasted through life, and among others he met and wooed, and won the 
heart of Lucy Martin Plummer, the daughter of Kemp Plummer, of War- 
renton, who was a gentleman of the old school, and who, in addition to his 
ability as a lawyer and his unrivaled personal popularity, was called ‘the 
honest lawyer,” by which title he is still remembered. North Carolina had 
no daughter who combined in a higher degree than did Miss Plummer all 
the characteristics which adorn and ennoble her sex. She embodied the ideal 
of the poet: f 

“A perfect woman, nobly planned, 

To counsel, comfort, and command, 

And yet a spirit too, and bright 

With something of an angel’s _ light.” 


They were married in January, 1825, and for nearly half a century they 
lived together in the enjoyment of a domestic happiness rarely vouchsafed 
to mortals. This I regard, in the influence that it exerted on his subsequent 
career, aS the most fortunate event of his life. How many lives have failed 
and gone to ruin for the want of a happy home and a good wife! How many 
of us can truly say that here we have found the rock of our temporal sal- 
vation! 

In January, 1827, he settled in Louisburg, in Franklin County, for the 
practice of his profession. Here the real struggle of life began. The Rubicon 
had been passed, and Rome was now to be conquered. Too many of us ean, 
trom our great experience, appreciate the struggle that followed, for of very 
few can it be said, as is so frequently uttered in post obit eulogy, that 
“He stepped at once into a large and lucrative practice.” On the contrary, 
his practice was not large, and the forty shilling fee, that prize for which 
the young attorneys of that day so earnestly contended, was an infrequent 
visitor to his coffers. He was not a brilliant speaker, and his gifts were 
more of the solid than of the showy order. He was never of a sanguine tem- 
perament, and, pressed by the “augustae res domi,” he may sometimes have 
apprehended failure, and have even doubted whether he had the qualities 
which would bring success in his chosen profession. With him this success 
could only be attained by untiring labor and the moral qualities which noth- 
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ing could tempt to swerve from the right. But returning from his office day 
after day, fatigued and discouraged by labors that seemed to bring no re- 
ward, he found new strength and encouragement in that home, only the 
brighter by contrast with the outside gloom. In that happy circle, lighted 
by a faith that never faltered, a hope that never grew dim, and a cheerful- 
ness that nothing could cloud, like Saint Paul, when he saw the brethren 
who had come out to meet him “as far as Appii Forum and the Three © 
Taverns,” “he thanked God and took courage.” The history of our profes- 
sion affords other striking instances of those whose early career gave little 
promise of the brilliant future awaiting them. I have heard Mr. Moore, 
who, to use the hunter’s phrase, “taken from find to finish,’ was, in the trial 
of a difficult and complicated case, the strongest lawyer I ever met, say that 
he was at the Bar. seven years before-he made seven hundred dollars. Judge 
Daniel, than whom a greater judge never sat on our Supreme Court bench, 
was, I think, never a successful practitioner; and tradition informs us that 
so slow was Chief Justice Ruffin in obtaining a practice, he was advised by 
friends to quit the profession and turn to other pursuits. What a loss would 
have been sustained if such advice had been followed! . 

Judge Barrie did not waste this time of enforced leisure in vain regret 
and idleness, but realizing, more and more as he advanced, the necessity for 
constant and systematic application if he aspired to the high places in the 
profession, in which there is always room, he continued the diligent student 
he had ever been. 

Among the great lawyers and judges whom North Carolina has produced 
was JounN Haywoop, who had published two volumes of Reports, the first 
being of cases decided from the year 1789 to 1798. This book, which had a 
‘high reputation with the profession, was now out of print, and a new edition 
was in demand. This Judge Barris undertook to supply, and, in 1832, he 
published. a second edition of this valuable work, rendered more valuable 
by the well considered notes in which are ‘references, in each case, to such, 
legislative enactments or judicial decisions as have been subsequently made 
upon the points adjudged or the doctrines embraced in the Reports.” This 
work, manifesting as it did the learning, ability, and patient and laborious 
investigation of the editor, was received with great favor by the profession 
and gave him at once a place among the foremost young men of the State. 
It was followed by several other volumes of the earlier Reports—all executed | 
with the same care, industry, and exhaustive learning which characterized 
the first. 

Judge BarrLe was little fitted by nature for the character of a demagogue, 
or even of a popular leader, and therefore could have but little hope of suc- 
eess in politics. Besides, he belonged to the opposition party in the days 
when the influence and popularity of General Jackson were at their zenith, 
and the voters of the county of Franklin, in which he resided, were almost 
unanimous in supporting the Administration. Yet he was induced to become 
a candidate for the Legislature from that county, and, though twice de- 
feated, a third effort was more successful, and he was, in 1833, elected to the 
House of Commons by a large majority. So faithfully did he serve his con- 
stituents that at the next election he was again chosen by an increased ma- 
jority. The significance of these two elections is emphasized by the fact 
that at least three-fourths of the voters of the county belonged to the politi- 
cal party to which he was opposed, and by the further fact that, after he was 
elected, a majority of these voters signed a petition requesting him to cast 
his vote in the Legislature for Hon. Bedford Brown for United States Sena- 
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tor, a man to whom they knew Judge Battle was opposed in politics. Their 
confidence was not misplaced. Recognizing the right of the people to con- 
trol the action of their representatives, he complied with their request, while, 
at the same time, he opposed the claim of a right on the part of the Legisla- 
ture to control the action of Senators in Congress. It is difficult to realize 
the position which Judge Barrie held in the esteem and confidence of the 
good people of Franklin, which could thus overcome the violence of party and 
twice honor him with a seat in the Legislature. He was not misled by these 
successes into the opinion that he was fitted for the life of a politician; on 
the contrary, being satisfied that this was not his true sphere of labor, he 
was never again a candidate for political office, but turned, with increased 
devotion, to the profession which he had made the work of his life, and in 
which success was now certain. : : 

In 1833 Governor Swain earnestly impressed on the Legislature the 
necessity for a revisal of the statute law of the State, and urged the pas- 
sage of an act authorizing the appointment of a commission for that pur- 
pose. This recommendation met the approval of the Legislature, and a bill 
was passed by that body authorizing the appointment of such commission. 
So well qualified had Judge BarrLr shown himself for this position by the 
manner in which he had edited the first volume of Haywood (2 N. C.), and 
by his conduct in the General Assembly, that he was appointed on this com- 
mission, with Gavin Hogg, Esq., and ex-Governor Iredell. Mr. Hogg, owing 
to his failing health, attended but one meeting, and having resigned, Mr. 
Nash, of Hillsboro, afterwards judge, and later Chief Justice, was appointed 
in his place. 

The extent of the labor required for the performance of this work will be 
shown by a short extract from the act under which the commission was 
appointed. That enacted that “three commissioners be appointed by the 
Governor of the State to collate, digest, and revise all the public statute laws 
of this State, commencing with the earliest English statutes now in force, 
and includnig those which may be enacted during the present session of this 
General Assembly; that in the performance of this duty they shall carefully 
collect and reduce into one act the different acts and parts of acts which, from 
similarity of subject, ought, in their judgment, to be so arranged and con- 
solidated, distributing the same under such titles, divisions, and sections as 
they shall think proper, omitting all such acts and parts of acts before 
passed as shall either have expired by their own limitation, become obsolete, 
or been repealed.” 

The colonies had brought with them from the mother country much of the 
common law of England, which, as a security for liberty and property, was 
- justly regarded as a priceless inheritance. Many English statutes, changing 
or modifying the common law, introducing new principles, and aiding in 
that growth which has been compared to the growth of the bark around the 
tree, fitting and adapting itself to every new development, were in force here. 
Our statutes commenced in 1715, when an act was passed, among other 
things, “for repealing all former laws not herein particularly expressed.” 
From that time there was constant legislation modifying, changing, and 
repealing former laws, and declaring, in terms so general that legal meaning 
could with difficulty be given to them, what English statutes were still in 
force and what were repealed. There was a long period of colonial govern- 
ment in which the people were restive, sometimes rebellious, under the rule 
of the mother country. This was followed by the Revolution, in which the 
whole theory and foundation of the Government was changed, and a new 
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government, under a written Constitution, with limited powers, was estab- 
lished, followed by the immense changes necessary to inaugurate the new | 
system. After this was effected, there were sixty years in which the General 
Assembly met annually, and, though not-so prolifie in statutes as some of 
our more recent legislatures have been, they were sufficiently so to add to the 
confusion and uncertainty which perplexed and harassed our wisest and most 
learned lawyers and judges. The lawyers found the utmost. difficulty in ad- 
vising their clients, and the labor required, both of bench and bar, was 
immense, and frequently very unsatisfactory. The people knew not where 
to look for the laws under which they were living, and were in danger of 
violating them through sheer ignorance. 

To evoke order out of this chaos of matter, the accumulation of over a 
century, was the labor imposed upon this commission. They completed the 
task in three years, making reports of their progress at intervals during that 
period. .They made their final report to the Legislature of 1836-37, which, 
after a careful examination, was adopted by that body with but few altera- 
tions and “The Revised Statutes of North Carolina” was given to the State, 
than which no greater boon of like kind, produced under circumstances of 
such difficulty, was ever conferred on any people. We of the present day, ac- 
customed to frequent revisals, can but imperfectly estimate the difficulties 
under which our ancestors labored, the immense relief afforded people of 
every class and pursuit when the statutory law of the State, instead of 
being spread through innumerable volumes of badly conceived and fre- 
quently contradictory and uncertain legislation, hard to find and harder 
still to construe, was reduced to one volume of convenient size, well printed, 
accurate and perspicuous in language, and much less in bulk than the acts 
of one session of the Legislature have since frequently been. It may be said 
that it was not perfect, and it might suffer by comparison with the “Re- 
vised Code,” whch followed it a score of years later. The wontler is that. 
this stupendous work was not more imperfect than it was, and it should 
lose none of its glory because it may have been, in some respects, excelled 
by its successor, the Revised Code, which it made not only possible, but 
comparatively easy. If Judge Barrie and his colleagues had done nothing 
else to merit the gratitude of the State, this work alone would entitle them 
to it. 

While engaged in this great work he was, in 1834, associated with the late 
Thomas P. Devereux as Reporter of the decisions of the Supreme Court, 
which had been in existence only sixteen years, and had already achieved 
a reputation which grows brighter with time. 

Here let us pause for a moment, and ask a rehearing and reversal of the 
opinion which has been somewhat frequently expressed, that, as a lawyer, his 
early life was unsuccessful. If by this is meant that he did not accumulate 
money, then he did not succeed either in his earlier or later life. But we 
trust that this will constitute but a smail part of the success which the 
great and the good most value. Before he was thirty, he published the 
second edition of 2 N. C. Reports, before referred to as showing extensive 
reading and research, and astonishing familiarity with the Reports and 
statutes of the State. Before he was thirty-one, he had achieved such a 
position with the people of his county that, in a time of great partisan ex- 
citement and bitterness, his political opponents, whose chief was that great 
popular leader, General Jackson, elected him to the Legislature for two 
successive terms by large majorities, and, while never deserting his prin- 
ciples, he retained the esteem, confidence, and warm personal regard of a 
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constituency which has thus honored him. When just past thirty-one he 
was appointed one of the commissioners to revise the statute law of the 
State, which work was accomplished in three years, and was reported to and 
adopted by the Legislature when he was just past thirty-four. At the close 
of this period he became associated with that excellent gentieman and able 
lawyer, Thomas P. Devereux, who stood in the front rank of the profession, 
as Reporter of the Supreme Court. Looking back at this period, when he 
was not yet thirty-five years of age, at the life which he had led, the magni- 
tude and importance of the works which he had accomplished, who can say 
that if his life had terminated here it would not have been full of that suc- 
cess which entitles him to a place among the great men who had preceded 
him? 

To resume: Mr. Barrie, as before stated, became, in 1834, associated with 
Mr. Devereux as Reporter of the Supreme Court decisions. This continued 
until 1839. During this period there were published three volumes of law 
and two of equity decisions, 18 to 22 N. C., delivered by Rurrin, Chief Jus- 
tice, and Danie. and Gaston, Judges of the Supreme Court. I doubt if there 
ever was, in any country, at any time, a Court composed of three judges 
which was superior to this. These five volumes of their opinions, to which 
many more were added, will stand an imperishable monument to their 
glory, as long as right shall find an advocate and law a champion. In 1839 
Mr. Devereux, finding that a large private fortune demanded all his time 
and attention, gave up his profession, and the position of Reporter which 
he then held with Mr. Barrie, and the latter became sole Reporter. In order 
that he might more easily and efficiently discharge the duties of his office, 
he removed from Louisburg to Raleigh in the same year. His work in this 
position was of short duration. Judge Toomer resigned the office of Judge 
of Superior Courts in August, 1840, and Mr. BaTrLeE was appointed by Gover- 
nor Dudley ‘to fill the vacancy. At the session of the Legislature, which met 
in November of that year he was elected one of the judges of the Superior 
Courts. The salary attached to his office at that time was $1,950. How this 
curious sum was arrived at I do not recollect; perhaps some archsologist, 
filed with forgotten lore, will tell us. However, such was the fact, and 
Judge BarrLe soon discovered, as I have heard him say, that, as a money- 
making transaction, the acceptance of this office was a mistake, and that it 
was impossible for him to live on this sum and give six sons and two 
daughters the advantages of the thorough education which he intended for 
them. This, and the greater opportunities for such education afforded at 
Chapel Hill, the seat of our University, to which he was much attached, as 
all her children are, and of which he had been a trustee for many years, 
determined him to remove to that place, which he did in 1843. In 1845 
he was elected by the trustees Law Professor—but without salary—and 
opened a law school, which lasted until 1866. Many of the leading men of the 
State received their professional education at this school, and, among others, 
three who are now judges of this Court. 

As-a judge of the Superior Courts, he manifested the peculiar fitness which 
was derived from his early training and study. Able, learned, firm, dignified, 
courteous and patient, of incorruptible integrity and absolutely impartial, 
no judge ever held the scales of justice more evenly balanced, whether the 
case was civil or criminal. To him, while the trial lasted, the opposing liti- 
gants were mere men of straw-—the John Doe and Richard Roe of the law— 
impersonal objects through which and to which the law was to be applied. 
If to this is added natural quickness, an excellent memory, and thorough 


442 


APPENDIX. 


knowledge of our statutes and decisions, little seemed to be lacking to make 
him a model nisi prius judge. I believe it was the general opinion that, 
taken all in all, he was never surpassed on our Superior Court bench. In 
criminal matters, though firm in inflicting punishment, when the offense de- 
served it, yet he could feel the tenderest sympathy with the distressed, and 
weigh, at its true value, every circumstance of mitigation or of extenuation, 
always remembereing that— 


‘“Harthly power doth then show likest God’s 
When mercy seasons justice.” 


Elected to the Superior Court bench in 1840, he continued in the discharge 
of the duties of that office until May, 1848, when, a vacancy having occurred 
- in the Supreme Court, by the death of Hon. Joseph J. Daniel, he was ap- 
pointed by Governor Graham to fill this position until the meeting of the 
ensuing Legislature. That body failed to confirm this appointment. Dur- 
ing the same session, however, the Hon. Augustus Moore having resigned the 
office of Superior Court judge, which he had held for a short time, Judge 
BatrrLe was immediately elected without opposition, being the choice of 
both the Whig and Democratic parties. Members of the Legislature, without 
distinction of party, united in a letter requesting him to accept this office, 
tendered him without his knowledge or solicitation. This letter, which is 
dated 9 January, 1849, is so creditable to the writers, and so honorable to 
Judge Battir, that it deserves more than a passing notice. At the risk of 
being tedious, I copy it in full, that it may speak for itself as a part of the 
history of the times: 


House or Commons, 9 January, 1849. 


Drak Sirn:—-We have today by a vote highly honorable to the General 
Assembly, determined, by electing you to the office of judge of the Superior 
Court, to do justice to the wishes of a large majority of the good people of the 
State of North Carolina without distinction of party. 

The preference of another to you for a still higher judicial station was. 
owing principally to your residing in a county where there are already three 
judges, a Governor, and a Senator in Congress. 

In the name of our constituents, and your friends, we most respectfully 
ask that you will accept the honor now tendered you by a vote of so large a 
portion of both parties of the General Assembly. 

We ask leave to offer our congratulations to you, that, in the midst of great 
excitement, no man has attributed to you the slightest impropriety, either 
in your personal or official conduct, and that you have not sought office, but 
Office has sought you. 


With high respect, your obedient servants, 


EXpwARD STANLY, NEWTON COLEMAN, 

Wititram L. Lona, W. B. WapsworrnH, 

Ricuarp H. SMIrxH, J. 5S. Erwin, 

BE. B. SATTERTHWAITE, A. G. LoGan, 

W. J. BLow, Tos. J. PERSON, ; 


R. G. A. Love, ROBERT GILLIAM. 
To Hon. WiLttiam H. Battie, Chapel Hill. 
What cause other than the one assigned may have operated to defeat his 

election to the higher office we may never know, but men were human then, 

as they are now. It is remarkable that the same Legislature which de- 
feated him for Supreme Court judge because of the honors heaped upon the 
county in which he resided should so soon forget or ignore this fact, and urge 
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his acceptance of another office nearly or quite as important, and but very 
little lower in honor. The fact of his election, under such circumstances, 
to the second office is the strongest evidence of the high opinion entertained 
by both political parties as to his eminent qualifications for either place, 
and it is most creditable to him that during the pendency of this election, 
which continued for several weeks, he refused to visit Raleigh, though fre- 
quently urged to do so, or to attempt to exercise any personal influence or 
solicitation with any member. 

Thus urged by members of the Legislature, and many friends outside that 
body, he accepted the office tendered him, and entered again upon the dis- 
charge of its duties. He continued to ride the circuits as Superior Court 
judge until 1852, when he was elected judge of the Supreme Court to fill the 
vacaney caused by the resignation of Chief Justice Rurrin. He continued to : 
fill this office until the year 1865, when all the offices in the State were 
declared vacant. He was, however, immediately reélected and continued in 
office until 1868, when the State Constitution of that year was adopted, and 
the judges of the new Court, which was created by it, were elected by the 
people. He then returned to the practic of law in connction with his two 
sons, Kemp and Richard. This continued until 1876, when he was elected 
President of the Raleigh National Bank. In 1877, his son Kemp having been 
elected President of the University, and having removed to Chapel Hill, 
Judge Batrte returned with him to his old home; was again elected Law 
Protessor of the University, and there spent the remainder of his days. _ 

In 1866 Judge Barrie published a digest of the decisions of the Supreme 
Court in three volumes, in the preface to the third volume of which he says 
that he “has read over every case ever reported in North Carolina, from 
the beginning to the end.” To these he afterwards added a fourth volume. 

In 1872 he was appointed by the Legislature to revise our statutes. Only 
one year was allowed for this work, and he was not given even the aid of 
a clerk. It is not surprising, therefore, that this revisal did not equal its 
predecessors, but considering the short time in which it was done, it must be 
regarded as a highly creditable work, and by many is considered as fully 
equal to The Code which we now have. 

Judge BarrLe was for forty years a communicant of the Protestant Epis- 
copal Church, to which he was devotedly attached. For twenty-five years 
he was a member of her diocesan and general conventions, in which his 
influence was great. In the first general convention that was held after the 
war, a measure was introduced which created strong feeling, and seemed 
likely to be adopted. To the astonishment of his Northern brethren he op- 
posed it in an argument of such ability that it did what speeches rarely 
do—produced a change in the minds of those who had supported the meas- 
ure. Jt was dropped, and never afterwards revived. 

It is frequently the case that the most brilliant advocate does not make 
the best judge, and very different qualities are required in judges of the 
Superior and Supreme Courts. While in the one is required administrative 
talent, quickness of perception, readiness of application, and a capacity to 
express conclusions arrived at almost intuitively with accuracy, clearness, 
and force, in the other we expect the patient and laborious student who knows 
how to think, investigate, and reason, and most powerful is he who can 
utilize the rich treasures of learning which ages have accumulated and make 
them his.-own. Judge BarrLe was eminently fitted for both positions. To 
the qualities of which we have spoken that made him so-excellent as a Su- 
perior Court judge, he added a most extensive and accurate knowledge of 
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- the statutes and decisions of our own State, and a capacity for patient study 


Poel 
ci 
< 


and investigation rarely equaled. He was courteous, attentive to the argu- 
ments of counsel, and always gave them due consideration. He had an ap- 
preciation and love of truth and right, and a well-balanced judgment, never 
affected by outside influence. He was devoted to the law as a science, and 


loyal to its every teaching. We indulged in no dicta, but strove to decide 


correctly the point at issue. He eschewed judicial legislation, and had no 
systems of his own which he endeavored to promote. He knew no standard 
of right and wrong save that which the law afforded, and where that logi- 
eally and truly led he unhesitatingly followed. He was not led astray by any 
ignus fatuus of an abstract justice which had its origin only in his own 
conceptions. His opinions were strong and logical, expressed in simple 
and perspicuous language, with no effort at show or effect. He stated his 
propositions with clearness and force, and supported them with reason and 
the authorities which his well stored mind always furnished in abundance. 
It was in the consultation room, in which the best labor of the Supreme 
Court judge is done, that Judge Barrie was invaluable. It is said that when 
a question pertaining to North Carolina statutes and decisions was raised, 
Chief Justice Pearson often said: “Ask brother Barrie about that; he 
knows more of North Carolina law than any man in the State.” And I have 
recently heard the present Chief Justice remark that there was no lawyer 
more learned in the law of this State than was Judge Battie. But a few 
days since I heard an able lawyer, in whose opinion I have great confidence, 
say that the opinions of none of our judges were better sustained by an- 
thority, and that no judge had written more opinions that have been ap- 
proved by subsequent decisions, and fewer that have been overruled or de- 
parted from. While in some qualities he had superiors, yet in the roundness 
and fullness of his life and character, and the combination of the elements 
which make a good, a useful, a safe and a great judge, he must stand in the 
front rank of those whom the State has delighted to honor. 

In stature, Judge Barrie was below the middle size, but of a graceful and 
symmetrical figure, and moved with a quick and nervous step. In manner, he 
was simple, natural, and unostentatious; cordial and free from every affecta- 
tion. In conversation he was pleasing, agreeable, and instructive; always 
refined, never attempting to shine, and quite as ready to listen to others as 
to talk himself. He was but little gifted with humor, and the anecdotes which 
he told were intended more to illustrate personal characteristics and real 
events than to excite the mirth of his hearers, and were always free from 
the objectionable features so common with the professed humorists. Though 
in manner extremely gentle and quiet, yet he was firm and fearless. He had 


_ the courage of conviction; never hesitated to express an opinion which he 
had deliberately formed. 


It is said one of the precepts impressed by Judge HENpbDERSON on his stu- 
dents was this: “Never do anything that requires explanation; let your 
conduct explain itself.’ This lesson Judge Battie never forgot, and in his 
long life, full of public and private duties, he was never called on to explain 
his conduct. To think right, to be right, and to do right, was his purpose; 
and this done, he feared no consequences. | | 

Judge and Mrs. Bartir lived to educate eight children and to see them 
reach years of maturity. Two fell wearing the gray. Three still survive, 
one of whom spent fifteen of the best years of his life in efforts to revive our 
State University, in which he probably accomplished more than could have 
been done by any other man under like circumstances. Another is bound 
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to us by ties too close to admit of the words of praise which he so well de- 
serves and which it would give us such pleasure to utter. The third, Dr. 
William H. Battle, is a most skillful and popular physician in the county of 
Anson. 

In conclusion, as the key-stone is the beauty and strength of the arch, let 
us add that which was the crowning glory of Judge Barrier’s life, and with- 
out which all else would have been of little worth. He was a Christian 
gentleman-——a faithful follower of the meek and lowly Jesus. This gave 
to his life its beauty and its strength, and this it was that made that life so 
blameless and so pure. 

And when, on 14 March, 1879, the final summons came, he fell asleep as 
quietly as a babe in its mother’s arms, “in the communion of the Catholic 
Church, in the confidence of a certain faith, in the comfort of a reasonable, 
religious and holy hope, in favor with Thee, our God, and in ported charity 
with the world.” 

As the representative of his children, | present this portrait to your 
Honors, and through you to the people of North Carolina, who honored him 
so greatly, and whom he so faithfully served. Here let it rest, among “the 
immortal names that were not born to die.” 


Reply of 

Cuier Justice Mrrrimon : | 

In the course of his life, the late Judge Barrie was for a long period a 
learned, eminently useful and distinguished member of this Court. He was 
surpassingly familiar with the Reports of its decisions and the statute law of 
the State. He left a wholesome impress upon the administration of the law, 
that will last through all the future. His whole life was praiseworthy and 
noble; he set a high example of excellence, usefulness, and honor, that won 
for him the profound respect and affection of all who knew him for many 
years before his death, and his memory will long continue fresh in the 
minds of his grateful countrymen. 

His dutiful and very worthy sons have done well and most appropriately 
in presenting to the Court so good a portrait of their late father. The Court 
accepts it with much satisfaction. It will be set in its place on the walls 
of this chamber, where it will ever remain in company with other portraits 
of judges of the Court, and serve to remind all who shali come here in the 
future of a good man and an able judge, who was deservedly respected and 
honored in his day and generation. 

The Clerk will note upon the records the presentation and acceptance of 
this portrait. 
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- PORTRAIT OF JUDGE DANIEL, PRESENTED TO THE SUPREME 
COURT ON WEDNESDAY, 27 APRIL, 1892 


ee 


Mr. WILLIAM H. Day said— 


Mr. Chief Justice. 


I am directed by the children of £ Judge JOSEPH J. DANIEL to present to this 
Court the portrait of their illustrious father. In doing this, it is proper | 
should speak somewhat of him as a man, and also as a judge. He was born 
on 13 November, 1784; entered the University in 1804; read law under Gen. 
William R. Davie in the county of Halifax; was a member of the Legislature 
from 1807 to 1811; was elected a judge of the Superior Court by the Legisla- 
ture at its session of 1816; was a member of the Convention of 1835; was 
elected Associate Justice of the Supreme Court by the eae at its 
session of 1832. 

On 1 January, 1822, he was married to Maria B. Stith, who was a ‘aauanter 
of Bassett Stith and Polly Long, whose beauty and virtues were such that 
her neighbors named her “the divine Polly Long.” He died in Raleigh on 10 
February, 1848, and left surviving him three children—William A. Daniel 
of Weldon, whose only child bears the name of his grandfather, Joseph J. 
Daniel, and resides in the county of Halifax; Mary Long Daniel, who mar- 
ried George L. Gordon of Albemarle, Virginia, and from which marriage 
were born James L. Gordon, of Charlottesville, Va., Mary Long Gordon, now 
the wife of Dr. R. H. Lewis, of this city, and Armistead C. Gordon, of 
Staunton, Va., who has enriched our literature with the beautiful idy] of 
“My Boy Kree”; Lavina Bassett Daniel, who married Turner W. Battle, of 
the county of Edgecombe, and from which marriage were born Jacob Battle, 
of Rock Mount; Joseph Daniel Battle, of Alven Texas; Turner W. Battle, Jr., 
-of Norfolk, Va.; Gordon Battle, of New York, and Gaston Battle, of the county 
of Edgecombe. These, by the gentle qualities of a true manhood and true 
womanhood, have illustrated the virtues of their noble ancestor. 

AS a man, his marked characteristic was‘ his gentle, genuine kindness to 
all. In the county in which I live, and where he was born and had his home, 
the traditions of his life, at this distant day into legends grown, follow 
after him, and are yet instinct with the life of what is good. His person- 
ality was antique in its simple grandeur. The first Alexander of Russia, 
after June, 1815, discussing the settlement of Europe with the French en- 
voy, who was importunate for a written charter, said: “My people have no 
charter.” Talleyrand replied: ‘Yes, sire, they have your personal charac- 
ter; that is their charter.” So Judge DANIEL’s personal character was the 
patent which stamped him nature’s nobleman. In his sympathies he was as 
broad as humanity itself. In his life’s creeds he was more catholic than the 
Roman Catholic who benched by his side. The poor—his poor—tooked for 
his coming from his duties at court as the return of a good angel. To him 
they came for material aid and for counsel. His purse opened to their de- 
mands; his supreme knowledge, almost universal in its scope, he gave for 
their guidance. 

The poverty of our State’s history comes from our ignorance of the lives 
of our dead men. With curious neglect we are willing such priceless ex- 
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amples should be forgotten. Give to us a man whose life is a mission of 
misery, whose days are spent in the desolation of homes by the red hand of 
war, we hail him conquerer and we immortalize his infamy in story and in 
song. We never salute the thoughtful man who kneels. These we forget, 
and yet their life’s story would make for us rich history. Outside of our 
profession, and the traditions of a locality, how few are the North Caroli- 
nians who know that this great man has lived and passed from among us. It 
is woe to that people who consent. that their dead men shail die. The 
Hebrew prophet cries, “Thy dead men shall live!” 

Judge DANIEL was a brave man mentally, morally, physically. In him was 
nothing of the tyrant. - In his family, on his farm, on the Bench, he was the 
affectionate father, the kindly master, the merciful judge. These charac- 
teristics gave to his younger years associations that grew stronger with 
the flight of his days. To his old age they gave “honors, love, affection, 
troops of friends,’ and the blessings of his neighbors. No heart ached for 
any spoken word of his; in no bosom rankled the stings of remembered 
wrongs. Children loved him. This to his gray hairs was a crown, nobler 
than those opinions that have changed the judicial eurrents of his native 
State. | 

In my section of the State many anecdotes of him, illustrative of his 

character and charity, still live. They are all commemorative of kindness 
said or done to neighbors or friends. He was one of the “simple great ones 
gone forever and forever by,’ but the good that he did lives after him. This 
man was also a philosopher. Wisdom broadened him into loving. He 
studied flowers, not that he loved botany, but because the beautiful in nature 
.added to his happiness. He loved his fellowman, because he recognized the 
broad brotherhood of humanity. This man contemplated. He is worthy of 
our contemplation. He was an omnivorous reader. He absorbed knowledge. 
As a lawyer, he was accurate. Greatness followed. His opinions are clear, 
direct, at times limpid. In this judge is nothing of obscurity, because in the 
truthfulness of him he had convictions. 
_ His was the first voice in this Statc te denounce the brutal barbarism of 
the common law. His dissenting opinion in Madison Johnson’s case was a 
protest against a past without pity. From Draco and Moses he recoiled. 
From the Sermon on the Mount he drew his inspiration. No matter with 
what crime the criminal was charged, when the law spake through the judge 
we recognize this beautiful fact, that the man was dealing with his brother. 
He could say a thing, and be done speaking. Instance his opinions. His 
will covered eight lines of the old foolscap paper. In it-he disposed of a 
large estate, gave his blessing to his childrem and his soul to his God in 
whose ordinances he walked. His wisdom was not greater than the wisdom 
of the law; this fact he never forgot. The judge never lessened into an arbi- 
trator. His eye was single, his vision was undimmed by error, and in the 
light of his reason we felt the presence of truth. When he stood up to de- 
clare the law, sometimes dissenting from those who, like himself, were its 
chosen interpreters, his pure accents drew us to his side, and ere long they 
and we alike heard him gladly and followed. | 

He loved the voice of the people, and yet, so true was he in his great office, 
their changeful passions disturbed no tone of his clear utterances. His 
sympathies flowed full and strong. His opinions, based upon the unfailing 
principles of truth, find no colorings from the passing fashions of the hour. 
Among the judges past of this Court, to my mind, Mr. Ashe nearest measured 
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to his high standard. Both came from the same kindred stock. Both had in 
common the highest attributes of noble manhood. Both were our grandest 
North Carolinians. 


In receiving the portrait 
Curer Justice Mrrrimon said: 


The late Judge DanieL was of a former generation, but we know from 
tradition, history, and the reports of the decisions of this Court that he was 
aman of surpassing ability and excellence, possessed of extensive general in- 
formation, a learned lawyer and a very able and upright judge. He was 
continuously a judge tor about thirty-two years, and half that time was an 
influential and distinguished member of this Court. By his talents, his 
great learning, his industry, his high integrity and dignity of character, he | 
contributed largely to its great usefulness, influence, and fame. 

His judicial opinions are singularly strong, clear, logical, and practical. 
While they afford evidence of the learning of their author, they are re- 
markable for their intelligence and brevity. They briefly and yet fully 
embody the law applicable to the cases to which they belong. They are 
models of point, strength, and conclusiveness. They are entirely free from 
ostentatious display. They are not encumbered and confused by multiplied 
citations of authorities, and yet they cite with sufficient fullness such cases as 
add to their strength. Many of his opinions, by reason of their qualities of 
strength and justice, are of themselves authority. 

It must be readily allowed that he ranks among the ablest of the judges 
who have been members of this Court.. One of his great associates said of 
him that “He had a love of learning, an inquiring mind and a memory 
uncommonly tenacious, and he acquired and retained a stock of varied and 
extensive knowledge, and especially became well versed in the history and 
principles of the law. He was without arrogance or ostentation, even of his 
learning; had the most unaffected and charming simplicity and mildness of 
manners, and no other purpose in office than to execute justice and maintain 
truth, and, therefore, he was patient in hearing argument, laborious and 
calm in investigation, candid and instructive in consultation, and impartial 
and firm in decision.” 

We accept, and have much satisfaction in accepting, the portrait of him 
just now tendered to the Court by his descendants. They have thus done 
a dutiful and good service. It will be fixed at an appropriate place on the 
walls of this chamber, where it will ever remain to remind us and those 
who shall come after us, and all who shall come here, of one who was 
eminently fit and worthy to be remembered for the unsullied purity of his 
personal character, his learning, and long and useful official labors. 

The Clerk will note on the record the presentation and acceptance of this 
portrait, and the Marshal will see that it is set in a proper place on the walls 
of this chamber. 
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ABANDONMENT: 


The failure by the father to provide for the support of his children is 
as much a violation of the statute (The Code, sec. 972) as the fail- 
ure to provide support for the wife, and an indictment charging 
such violation, following the words of the statute, is sufficient. 
S. vo. Kerby, 558. 


ABATEMENT: 
Plea in, 604. 


ACQUITTAL, FORMER: 


1. Former acquittal or conviction, to be available as a defense, must be 
 gpecially pleaded. S. v. Chaney, 507. 


2. Upon an issue of former acquittal or conviction, the record thereof 
is the best evidence, and must be produced, or its loss shown. Ibid. 


ACTION, FORM OF: 


Plaintiff contracted with. defendant to serve him as clerk from 1 Janu- 
ary, 1891, to 1 January, 1892, at the rate of $45 per month, payable 
monthly; plaintiff was paid up to 1 June, but on the following day 
defendant asked him to surrender the keys of the store, which was 
done, and plaintiff left; on 6 July following, he brought suit before 
a magistrate for the amount of the stipulated wages for the month 
of June: Held, (1) that the plaintiff was entitled to recover irre- 
spective of whether the form of action was upon contract or for 
damages for wrongful dismissal: (2) that plaintiff might have 
postponed his action till the end of the year and recovered the 
aggregate sum of annual wages, to be lessened by any amounts paid 
thereon, and all amounts he might have received from other em- 
ployment he should have obtained in the meantime; (3) that it was 
not error to submit to the jury the question whether the conduet of 
defendant in demanding the surrender of the keys was a dismissal. 
Markham v. Markham, 356. 


ACTION TO RECOVER LAND: 


1. When, in an action to recover land, the defendant sets up title under 
an exception in the deed under which plaintiff claims, the burden 
is upon him to bring himself within the exception by proper proofs. 
Steel Co. v. Edwards, 358. . 


2. Plaintiff, having shown title to the land in controversy out of the 
State, and color of title to himself, under which he had been in 
actual possession for more than Seven years, when the defendants— 
husband and wife—entered under a claim of the wife, established 
a right to recover, notwithstanding the feme defendant was under 
coverture during the time of plaintiff's possession. Vickers v. Henry, 
371. 


ADMINISTRATION: 


1. An administrator in 1860 filed a petition to sell lands for assets: the 
heirs of the intestate were made parties, the infants being repre- 
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sented by guardian ad litem; license was granted to sell subject to 
widow’s dower, and the land not covered by dower was sold, report 
made and sale confirmed. In 1866, without further orders or notice 
—the guardian ad litem having died—the administrator sold the 
reversion in the land covered by the dower, the heirs at law being 
present, but the record did not show any report of confirmation. 
The proceeding had never been transferred to the Superior Court; 
but in 1882 the purchaser filed a petition stating the facts and ask- 

ing an order amending the record nunc pro tunc, and for confirma- 
tion, which was granted. The heirs were not parties to this pe- 
tition. It appeared that the sale and purchase were in good faith, 
and the proceeds properly applied in the administration. In 1891 
the heirs made a motion to set aside the sale. Held, (1) that the 
sale in 1866 was authorized by the license of 1860; (2) that while 
there was irregularity in the failure to report and confirm the sale 
of the reversion, and the heirs at law should have been made par- 
ties to the proceeding to amend and confirm in 1882, yet the court, 
under the circumstances, did not commit error in refusing to set 
aside the sale. Adams v. Howard, 15. 


2. The statute (The Code, sec. 1489) authorizing the retention by an ad- 
ministrator or executor of funds to meet unliquidated demands 
embraces only the demands which are existing and capable of being 
ascertained. Milier v. Shoaf, 319. 


3. The fact that some of the heirs of a deceased debtor have disposed of” 
lands descended from their ancestor will not deprive a creditor of 
his remedy to subject those in possession of others. Ibid. 


4. When the creditors of an estate promptly reduced their claims to 
judgments against the administrator, who has still assets in his 
hands, and whose administration is still unsettled, the assets are 
held by him in trust for the creditors, and the statute of limitations 
does not run. Phifer v. Berry, 463. 


AFFIDAVIT: 

1. It is essential to the validity of service of summons by publication 
that the affidavit upon which the order is to be based should set 
forth the facts upon which the alleged cause of action is founded, 
as well as those which disclose the necessity that the nonresident - 
defendant should be made a party, with sufficient particularity to 
enable the Court to see and determine that there is a sufficient 
cause of action and defendant is a necessary party thereto. Bacon v. 
Johnson, 114. 


2, When the purpose is to allege a cause of action against a nonresident, 
it is necessary to set forth in the affidavit that he has property in 
the State. Ibid. 

3. An affidavit in attachment against a nonresident, which fails to set 
out how the debt was due, and that defendant could not, after due 
diligence, be found in North Carolina, is defective. Sheldon v. 
Kivett, 408. 


452 


INDEX. 


_-T 


AFFIDAVIT—Continued. 


4, Such defect may be cured by amendment in the Superior Court, in 
the discretion of the judge, though the proceedings were commenced 
before a justice of the peace. The practice with rgard to amend- 
ments is more liberal when proceedings were begun in such courts. 
Toid. 


5. No appeal lies from an order allowing such amendment, but does 
lie from an order refusing to dismiss the attachment. Ibid. 


6. An affidavit in attachment, if made by an agent, need not state why it 
is not made by the principal. Ibid. 


AGENCY, 193: 


1. A eorporation is not bound by the acts or chargeable with the knowl- 
edge of one of its officers or agents in respect to a transaction in 
which such officer or agent is acting in his own behalf, and does not 
act in any Official or representative capacity. Bank v. Burgwyn, 
267. 


2. Where the local agent of an insurance company has actual knowledge 
of the falsity of a statement made by the insured in his application, 
and forwards the application upon which the policy is issued, the 
knowledge of the agent is the knowledge of the company, and the 

_talse statement will not avoid the contract. Follette v. Accident 
Association, 377. 


3. A liquor dealer is criminally responsible for the unlawful sale by his 
agent of liquors to minors, although such sale may have been 
against his instructions and without his knowledge. S. v. Kittelle, 
560. , 


AMENDMENT, 408: 


The power conferred upon the Superior Courts by The Code, sec. 908, 
to amend any process, pleading, or proceeding begun before a justice 
of the peace is unrestricted, save only that the effect of the amend- 
ment must not change the nature of the offense originally intended 
to be charged. It is not necessary that the amendment should have 
the concurrence of the justice of the peace who heard the cause, 
nor that the amended charge should be re-sworn. S. v. Norman, 484. 


APPEAL: 


1. The “next term” of the court means that term which shall begin 
next after the expiration of the ten days allowed for service of 
notice of appeal. Sondiey v. Asheville, 84. 


2. The notice of appeal from a justice of the peace, when the notice is 
not given on the trial, must be served by an officer. Clark v. Manu- 
facturing Co., 111. 


3. The remedy against a judgment by default because of insufficient 
service of process is either by a special appearance and motion to 
vacate or, in some cases, by recordari. The party seeking the relief 
cannot enter a special appearance for the purpose only of taking an 
appeal, and thereupon have the regularity of service determined. 
Tbid, 
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10. 


11. 


12. 
13. 


14, 
Jae 
16. 


17. 


18. 


The burden is on the appellant to show that he was prejudiced by an 
erroneous instruction to the jury. Hulse v. Brantley, 134. 


: An appeal from a refusal to render judgment upon the pleadings, 


taken before the trial, will not be considered. The proper prac- 
tice is to enter the motion, and, if it is refused, note an exception 
and proceed with the trial. Cameron v. Bennett, 277, 


. The Supreme Court will not consider an appeal from a motion to set 


aside the orders, decrees, etc., in an action or special proceeding, 
for irregularities, unless the transcript contains a record of such 
action or proceeding; and where it appears that the original record 
has been lost or destroyed, the cause will be remanded, to the end 
that the record may be properly supplied. Cox v. Jones, 309. 


. An exception should point out the error complained of. A mere 


“objection” is not a compliance with the statute or the rules of court 
in that respect, Tilley v. Bivens, 3438. . 


The fact that a referee failed to find certain facts is not ground for 
an exception, but is ground for a motion to recommit with instruc- 
tions. Ibid. ) 


. The Supreme Court will not assume that the facts stated in an assign- 
- ment of error are true, when the case on appeal, settled by the trial 


judge, contains no statement of such facts. Merrell v. Whitmire, 
367. 


No appeal lies from an order dismissing an action. Sheldon v. 
Kiveti, 408. 


Damages for slander cannot be set up as a counterclaim to an action 
for debt. Where, upon such plea, on the intimation of the court, 
an appeal was taken: Held, the appeal was premature. Milling 
Co. v. Finlay, 411. 


An appeal lies only from a judgment. Ibid. 


Where the statement of case on appeal is defective if it had come up 
for the first time in this Court, yet, if the defect can be supplied by 
reference to the record which came up on the first appeal, the 
appeal will not be dismissed. Ferrabow v. Green, 414. 


Where the piaintiffs prevail inia part of their action they are entitled 
to costs. Ibid. os 
An application for leave to appeal without security, under. section 


1235 of The Code, is fatally defective if the affidavit does not state 
that the application is made in good faith. 8S. v. Wylde, 500. 


When the entire charge of the judge is not sent up, it will be pre 
sumed that it is correct, except in those particulars in which errors 
are assigned in the case on appeal. S. v. Cow, 503. 


If there is no case on appeal and no errors appear in the record proper, 
the judgment will be affirmed. S. v. Foster, 510. 


A new trial will be awarded for the admission of incompetent evi- 
dence where it appears that the evidence was subsequently with- 
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drawn and the jury instructed not to consider it, or to consider it 
only as bearing upon a particular aspect of the case to which it was 
relevant. S.v. Crane, 530. -— 


19, The statute [The Code, sec. 597 (2)] regulating the manner of serv- 
ice of notices is applicable to service of case on appeal and excep- 
tions thereto. 8S. v. Price, 599. 


Appeal to Superior Court, 417. 


ARBITRATION AND AWARD: 

1. Upon the filing of an award directing payment to the plaintiff of 
a certain sum in dollars and cents, the defendant moved, upon 
affidavits setting forth the contracts upon which the award was 
based, that the judgment to be rendered thereon should be so 
framed that defendant might discharge the same with certain bonds, 
as stipulated in the said contract: Held, that evidence aliunde of 
principle upon which the award was based was not competent; and 
it being regular on its face, and no objection on account of fraud, 
mistake, or irregularity being made, it should be affirmed. Wyatt 
v. R. R., 2465. 


2. If an award, upon its face, appears to be complete and final, and 
contains no erroneous view of the law upon which it is based, 
every reasonable presumption will be made in favor of its validity; 

7 but it may be attacked by evidence aliunde that it was procured by 
fraud, and that the arbitrators refused to hear competent testimony. 
Herndon v. Insurance Co., 279. 


3. Two arbitrators, chosen under a stipulation in an insurance policy, 
agreed upon an award and prepared a paper containing it, but 
being uncertain under the reference whether they had passed upon 
all the questions submitted, took it to the adjusters representing the 
insurance company, and said the award was not complete if it was 
proper for them to consider other items;. otherwise, it was; and 

being assured that it was not necessary to pass upon any other 
question, signed it, when, in fact, the reference did embrace the 
other matters: Held, it was not error to submit to the jury the 
fact whether there was a final agreement upon and delivery of the 
award. Ibid. 


4, Though the parties to an arbitration agree that the arbitrators shall 
fix their own compensation, yet upon a proper suggestion that it is 
extortionate or excessive, it becomes the duty of the judge to hear 
and, if necessary, to pass upon the question thus raised. Kelly v. 
R. R., 481. 


5. When, upon the coming in of the award, the court ordered notices to 
issue to the arbitrators to file itemized accounts of the time engaged 
and expenses incurred by each, together with the value of their serv- 
ices, and in response to this order such accounts were filed, to 
which the defendants formally excepted: Held, (1) it is too late 
-to object to the order; (2) the rulings of the court that it had “no 
power to consider the evidence in the absence of sustained proof or 
allegation, or some affidavit of the party setting forth fraud, collu- 
sion, conspiracy, or unfairness,” was error. Ibid. | 
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6. The court has power to fix the compensation of its arbitrators when 
it is not agreed upon, to cut it down if it is excessive, and this in the 
absence of formal allegations and proof. Jbid. 


ASSAULT: 


1. The description, in an indictment, of the instrument with which an 
assault was made, as “an axe,” ex vi termini imports a deadly 
weapon. S. v. Shields, 497. 


2. One who by conduct calculated to produce a breach of the peace pro- 
vokes an assault cannot protect himself from responsibility therefor 
upon the ground that he fought in self-defense. Jbid. 


ASSIGNMENT: 


1. A deed by a corporation, formed under the general corporation laws 
of this State, conveying its property to a trustee for the benefit of 
its creditors is not fraudulent per se because it contains a provision 
that the trustee may sell at private sale any of the property con- 
veyed, at such prices as may be approved by the president and a 
majority of the board of directors, or because the president of the 
company is a preferred creditor; and while these facts are calcu- 
lated to arouse suspicion and are evidence of fraudulent intent, they 
do not raise such a presumption of fraud as will impose upon the 
maker or those claiming under the deed the burden of rebuttal. 
Blalock v. Mfg. Co., 99. 


2. A conveyance by a corporation of its property in trust for creditors 
‘is not now void as to preéxisting creditors, unless the latter shall 
bring suit to enforce their claims within sixty days after the regis- 
tration of such conveyance, Bat. Reyv., ch. 26, sec. 48, having been 
repealed by section 685 of The Code. Ibid. 


3. A corporation has the right to prefer a just debt due to one of its 
officers to those of other creditors. Ibid. 
Of contingent interest, 6. 


ATTACHMENT: 


1. An affidavit in attachment, against a nonresident, which fails to set out 
how the debt was due, and that defendant could not, after due dili- 
gence, be found in North Carolina, is defective. Sheidon v. Kivett, 408. 


2. Such defect may be cured by amendment in the Superior Court, in 

| the discretion of the judge, though the proceedings were com- 
menced before a justice of the peace. The practice with regard to 
amendments is more liberal when proceedings were begun in such 
courts. Jbid. 


3. No appeal lies from an order allowing such amendment, but does lie 
from an order refusing to dismiss the attachment. TJbdid. 


4, An affidavit in attachment, if made by an agent, need not state why 
it is not made by the principal. Ibid. 


ATTORNEY AND CLIENT: 


1. Authority in attorney to sue and collect a claim does not warrant him 
in compromising it. Lewis v. Blue, 420. 
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2. Where an attorney, without authority from his client, assigns a judg- 
ment for less than its value: Held, that the plaintiff was the owner 
of the judgment, and that the amount for which it was transferred 
must be treated as a credit thereon. Ibid. 


Fees of counsel, 175. 


BASTARDY: 


A bastardy proceeding is, in its principal features and purposes, a Civil 
action, and is within the operation of Superior Court Rule 24, which 
provides that appeals from justices of the peace in civil actions will 
not be called for trial unless the returns of such appeals have been 
docketed ten days previous to the term. S. v. Edwards, 511. 


BETTERMENTS: 


1. The vendor, in a parol contract to convey land, will not be permitted 
to evict a vendee who has entered and made improvements, until the 
latter has been repaid the purchase money and compensated for 
betterments. Vann v. Newsome, 122. 


2. Where the devisee of a tract of land charged with the payment of 
a legacy had been in possession, under a verbal promise from the 
devisor to convey, for several years before the death of the testator, 
made no election until more than three years, and when he was 
sued by the executors to enforce the charge: Held, that he might 
then make his election, and was not barred by the lapse of time from 
setting up his claim for betterments. Jbid. 


3. In such case the decree should direct a sale of the land, and that 
the proceeds should be applied first to the satisfaction of the sum 
ascertained to be due the defendant vendee for betterments, and 
then, if there is a surplus, to the payment of the amount charged 
upon the land by the will. Jbid. 


BIGAMY: 


1. On an indictment for bigamy, the first marriage, like any other fact, 
may be proved by the admission of the defendant or by circumstan- 
tial evidence. The weight to be given to the evidence is a matter for 
the jury. 8S. v. Wylde, 500. 


2. The statute of North Carolina (The Code, sec. 988) which declares 
that “Any person who, being married, shall marry any other person 
during the life of the former husband or wife, whether the second 
marriage shall have taken place in the State of North Carolina or 
elsewhere, shall be guilty of felony,” is an unconstitutional exercise 
of legislative power, and inoperative in so far as it attempts to con- 
stitute a second, or bigamous, marriage in another State, without 
the subsequent living together of the parties, a crime in North 
Carolina. S. v. Cutshall, 538. . 


BILLS, BONDS, AND PROMISSORY NOTES: 


1. When the maker of a note alleges fraud on the part of the payee in 
obtaining its execution, and offers proof tending to support that fact, 
the prima facie case of an endorsee before maturity that he took 
without notice is so far rebutted as to shift the burden on him to 
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- show that he purchased for value and in good faith; but when he 
has complied with this obligation, his prima facie case is restored, 

 ynless the circumstances under which he took the paper are such as 
to amount to constructive notice, when the burden is again trans- 
ferred to the defendant to establish knowledge of the plaintiff of 
the vitiating facts. Bank v. Burgwyn, 267. 


2. Where it was shown that a director of a bank, and also one of the 
discount committee, conferred with the president of the bank in 
relation to discounting paper which such director held as president 
of another corporation, and that, after consideration with other 
officers—the applying director taking no part in the matter—the 
paper was discounted in the usual course of business: Held, not to. 
constitute evidence sufficient to go to the jury of notice of an alleged 
fraudulent element in the paper discounted. Ibid. 


CARRIER: 

A common carrier is not exempt from liability for negligence in trans- 
porting passengers or freight, even though the purpose of the ship- 
per or passenger is unlawful and was so known to all the parties, 
unless the unlawful purpose entered into the consideration of the 
contract. Walters v. R. R.. 338. 


CERTIORARI: ; 

1. A writ of certiorari is the proper proceeding to have the action of a 

board of county commissioners reviewed in the Superior Court. 
Hillstoro v. Smith, 417. 


2. The order of the court to have the proceedings of the county commis- 
sioners certified to its next term is not appealable. Ibid. 


3. Where the defendants failed to appeal from the judgment in apt time, 
a writ of certiorari will not be granted. S. v. Hatley, 522. 


4. Defendants in a criminal action served case on appeal upon the so- 
licitor in due time, but it was agreed between counsel for appellant 
and the solicitor that the latter should have fifteen days within 
which to file exceptions; the exceptions were prepared and sent to 
the associate counsel of the solicitor, who resided in the same town 
with the defendant‘s attorney, on the fifteenth day, with instruc- 
tions to hand them to defendants’ counsel, but as he was ab- 
sent it was not done until the next day: Held, that there was laches 
in not causing the exceptions to be served within the stipulated 
time, and defendants were entitled to a certiorari to send up their 
case, which would be substituted for that settled by the trial judge. 
S. v. Price, 699. 


CLAIM AND DELIVERY: 


1. In claim and delivery, when for any cause judgment cannot be. given 
for, the recovery of the property in specie, as where pendente lite 
the property was sold under order of court, judgment should be 
rendered for the recovery of the value of the property at the time of 

the tortious taking, with interest thereon, in lieu of damages for 
deterioration and detention, and for the costs. Hail v. Tillman, 220. 


458 


CLAIM 


INDEX. 


AND DELIVERY—Continued. 


2. Where, in claim and delivery, the defendant pleads that he became 
possessed of the property under a contract of sale, upon the facts 
being so found by the jury (the property having been sold under an 
order of court pendente lite), judgment should be rendered against 
the sureties to the defendant’s undertaking for the penalty of the 
bond, to be discharged upon the payment of the contract price with 
interest and costs, less the payments by the defendant. Ibid. 


3. The sureties on a defendant’s undertaking in claim and delivery are 
liable for the costs of the action upon the plaintiff’s recovery, not- 
withstanding the amendment by Laws 1885, ch. 50, to The Code, 


sec, 324. Ibid. 


4, A plaintiff who is adjudged to be the owner of machinery is not liable 
to the defendant for injuries to a shelter covering it, done in remov- 
ing it under an order in claim and delivery proceedings unless wan- 


tonly done. Jbid. 


CLERK SUPERIOR COURT: 


1, When the clerk of the Superior Court is appointed receiver of a 
minor’s estate under section 1585 of The Code, he takes and holds 
the funds by virtue of his office of clerk, and his sureties upon his 
official bond as such officer are liable for any failure of duty on his 
part in that respect, and it is not necessary to obtain leave of the 
court before commencing an action for such failure. Boothe v. Up- 


church, 62. 


2. The filing of the petition and issuing of the writ are judicial acts 
which cannot, in the absence of statutory authority, be performed by 
a deputy clerk. S. v. Sullivan, 518. 
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COMMISSIONERS, COUNTY: 


1. A writ of certiorari is the proper proceeding to have the action of a 
board of county commissioners reviewed in the Superior Court. 
Hillsboro v. Smith, 417. 


2. The order of the court to have the proceedings of the county commis- 
sioners certified to its next term is not appealable. Jbdid. 


3. Laws of 1891, ch. 323, providing that the board of commissioners shall, 
upon satisfactory. evidence of good moral character of the petitioner, © 
issue the license, etc., is as mandatory as sec. 3701 of The Code. 
Ibid. 


4, The board of commissioners have a limited legal discretion in passing 
upon an application for license, and they have a right to take into 
consideration the suitableness of the place and the propriety of 
increased accommodations for the public. Jbid. 


5. As to the town of Hillsboro, the provisions of Laws of 1854, ch. 276, 
respecting the manner in which the applicant shall be recom- 
mended, is still in force. Ibid. 


CONSTITUTION, THE, 484, 525. 
Article Te CS SCb Onn Vices oneeca nfo eet tes daccset eee steg wate nts a thn 543 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW: 


The statute of North Carolina (The Code, sec. 988) which declares that 
“Any person who, being married, shall marry any other person dur- 
ing the life of the former husband or wife, whether the second mar- 
riage shall have taken place in the State of North Carolina or else- 
where, shall be guilty of felony,’ is an unconstitutional exercise of 
legislative power, and inoperative in so far as it attempts to consti- 
tute a second, or bigamous, marriage in another state, without the 
subsequent living together of the parties, a crime in North Carolina. 
8. v. Cutshall, 538. 


CONTRACT: 


1. In an action upon a promissory note given in pursuance of a contract 
for the sale by payee of a specific article of merchandise, the maker 
may set up by way of counterclaim that the article furnished was not 
in compliance with the contract of sale, and that he was thereby 
damaged. Guano Oo. v. Tillery, 29. 


2. In such action the plaintiff is entitled to judgment for the value of the 
article furnished, although it was not of the character stipulated in 
the original contract of sale; it appearing from the verdict that the 
defendant had used it, and had suffered no injury. Jbid. 


3. An insurance policy covering several distinct kinds of property is not 
a Single contract, but the assured may maintain an action to recover 
the amount insured upon any one of the articles specified, although 
he may have alleged a total destruction of all the property in his 
complaint. Manufacturing Co. v. Assurance Co., 176. 


4, The insured may also maintain an action for the amount insured upon 
some of the property, although the insurer has demanded a reference 
to arbitration, under a stipulation in the policy as to other insured 
items, it appearing that the insured had abandoned his claim as to 
them. Ibid. 


5. A stipulation in an insurance policy that a failure to bring suit within 
a time therein prescribed after loss should constitute a forfeiture is 
a contract, and not a statute of limitations, and may be waived, or 
the party for whose benefit it was provided may be estopped by his 
conduct from insisting upon its enforcement. Dibbrell v. Insurance 
Co., 193. 


6. Plaintiff and defendant entered into a parol agreement by which the 
former engaged to transfer to the latter a stock of merchandise and 
certain real property in exchange for the latter’s interest, or shares, 
in a corporation. Possession was mutually delivered, but shortly 
thereafter the plaintiff notified defendant that he repudiated the con- 
tract, and brought suit to have it canceled and for repossession of 
the property so transferred by him: Heid, (1) the contract was 
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divisible; and while the plaintiff was entitled to reGover the posses- 
sion of the real property—the contract for the sale thereof being void 
under the statute of frauds—the title to the merchandise passed to 
the defendant, who was entitled to recover the difference in the 
value thereof and the shares in the corporation which he had de- 
livered to plaintiff; (2) the defendants were properly adjudged to — 
: pay the costs of the action. Wooten v. Walters, 251. 


7. If a contract to pay money contains a stipulation to pay interest at 
specified times, the sums so agreed to be paid as interest become due 
at the periods prescribed, and will thereafter bear interest at the 
same rate, and an independent action can be maintained; upon 
which, agreement that the interest shall be so paid may be made 
either before or after the maturity of the principal sum. Scot? v. 
Fisher, 311. 


8. An agreement between the payee and the principal obligor in an 
obligation bearing interest payable annually, made without the 
assent of surety that the time for the payment of the debt would be 
extended upon the payment of the interest thereafter semiannually, 
is such a material change of the contract as to amount to a forbear- 
ance, upon a sufficient consideration, for at least six months, and will 
discharge the surety. Ibid. 


9. A common carrier is not exempt from liability for negligence in 
transporting passengers or freight, even though the purpose of the 
shipper or passenger is unlawful and was so known to all the parties, 
unless the unlawful purpose entered into the consideration of the 
contract. Waters v. R. R., 338. 


10. In an action for damages alleged to have been caused by the failure of 
a railroad company to ship freight at a time stipulated, it was error 
to submit to the jury the question of damages caused by the deten- 
tion en route of the freight shipped under a subsequent contract— 
especially as the complaint did not contain Bay allegation of a 
breach in that respect. Ibid. 


11. Plaintiffs were wholesale and retail dealers in drugs, paints, and 
other goods usually kept in drug stores; the business was carried 
on in one building, the wholesale and retail departments being 
separated by a partition; an insurance policy. insured “their whole- 
sale stock of drugs, paints, oils, dye-stuffs, and other goods on 
hand, . . . contained in the three-story brick and basement | 
metal-roof building, situate,” etc.:. Held, that the contract of 
insurance embraced both the goods in wholesale and retail depart- 
ments in the described building. Drug Co. v. Assurance Co., 356. 


12. Plaintiff contracted with defendant to serve him as clerk from 1 
January, 1891, to 1 January, 1892, at the rate of $45 per month, pay- 
able monthly; the plaintiff was paid up to 1 June, but on the fol- 
lowing day defendant asked him to surrender the keys of the store, 
which was done, and plaintiff left; on 6 July following, he brought 
suit before a magistrate for the amount of the stipulated wages for 
the month of June: Held, (1) the plaintiff was entitled to recover 
irrespective of whether the form of action was upon contract or for 
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13. 


14, 


15. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


damages for wrongful dismissal; (2) that plaintiff might have 
postponed his action till the end of the year and recovered the aggre- 
gate sum of annual wages, to be lessened by any amounts paid 
thereon and all amounts he might have received from other employ- 
ment he should have obtained in the meantime. Markham v. Mark- 
ham, 356. | 


A defendant cannot take advantage of the statute of frauds respecting 
a verbal contract to convey land, by demurrer, because such contract 
is not void, but only voidable when the statute is pleaded, and by 
demurrer the defendant elects to treat it as still subsisting. Lough- 
ran vu. Giles, 423. 


The reason of the statute was to get rid of the temptation to perjury, 
but this cannot arise where the facts are admitted by demurrer. 
Ibid. | : : 


A verbal contract to convey land is good between the parties when its 
terms are agreed upon and the statute is not pleaded. Ibid. 


When there are several defendants, and the complaint sets up a good 
cause of action as to any one of them, a joint demurrer will be over- 
ruled; but where several defendants are joined with the party to the 
verbal agreement, they cannot demur for this cause until the latter 
makes his election to ratify or repudiate the contract; but he cannot 
make an election to the prejudice of persons whose rights have 
intervened. Ibid. | 


Where a section in a contract with a water company sets out that it 
should furnish water in the manner there specified, “when required”: 
Held, (1) that the terms of such requirement should be clear and 
explicit; (2) merely stating to the company’s officer that “it should 
bring its water up to the requirements of the contract, so as to throw 
water on fires,’ is too vague, no reference being made to the section 

making the specification, or to its other provisions, Wilson v. Char- 
lotte, 449. 


In an action against a railroad company for failure to comply with its 
contract (made in compensation for injuries received) in not paying 
plaintiff for services rendered under such contract, it appeared that 
plaintiff executed a release for a sufficient consideration covenanting 
not to sue, and discharging defendant from all further liability: 
Held, to be a sufficient bar to an action for a balance unpaid for 
services rendered under said contract since the injury was received. 
White v. R. R., 456. 


Of insurance, 93. 
Construction of, 292. 


COSTS, 251. 


1, 


The counsel fees authorized to be taxed in proceedings to condemn 
lands for railway uses under section 1946, The Code, can only be 
allowed and taxed in those cases where the court, under section 
1948, is directed to appoint an attorney to represent a party in 
interest who is unknown or whose residence is unknown. R. R. v. 
Goodwin, 175. 
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COSTS—-Continued. — . 
2. Where the plaintiffs prevail in a part of their action they are entitled 
to. costs. Ferrabow v. Green, 414. 
In processioning proceedings, 67. 
In claim and delivery, 220. 


CORPORATION: | 
1. Special assessments for local municipal improvements are not within 
the restraints imposed by Article 7, section 9, of the Constitution, 
but the rule of uniformity must be observed. Raleigh v. Peace, 32. 


2. Such assessments are founded upon the principle that the land abut- 
ting upon the improvement receives a benefit over and above the 
property of the citizens generally, and should be charged with the 
value of such peculiar benefits. bid. 


3. The- power to levy such assessments is derived solely from the Legis- 
lature, acting either directly or through its local instrumentalities, 
and the courts will not interfere with the exercise of the discretion 
vested in the Legislature as to the necessity for or the manner of 
making such assessments, unless there is a want of power or the 
method adopted for the assessment of the benefits is so clearly 
inequitable as to offend some constitutional principle. Ibid. 


4. The ordinance under which this assessment was made provides for 
a taxing district and a proper apportionment; and even if the charter 
was invalid, the said ordinance is fully sustained by the general act, 
The Code, see. 3803. Ibid. 


5. It seems that section 4, Article VIII, of the Constitution, requiring 
that the Legislature shall provide for the organization of cities, 
towns, ete., and “restrict their power of taxation, assessment,” ete., 
does not apply to special improvements of this character. Hven if 
it did, an act of the Legislature authorizing an assessmen is not void 
because it does not prescribe all of the particulars relating to such 
assessment. It is sufficient if it authorizes a fair and equitable 
method of ascertaining the peculiar benefits conferred upon the prop- 
erty, and apportioning the costs between the abutting owners. Ibid. 


6. The powers to enforce the collection of such assessments are limited 
to the specific property presumed to be benefited, and do not author- 
ize a personal judgment against the owner of the property; and, 
therefore, so much of the act, in this case, as provides that a judg- 
ment rendered for the amount alleged to be due might he docketed 
and enforced as other judgments is invalid. JIbid. 


7. The provision in the charter of the city of Asheville declaring that as 
soon as practicable after receiving the report of a jury appointed 
to assess damages and benefits arising from laying out streets, the 
mayor shall call a meeting of the board of aldermen and submit the | 
report to them, and if they are dissatisfied with any item thereof 
the city may appeal to the next term of the Superior Court, does not 
require that the board of aldermen shall come to a conclusion at the 
first meeting; the statute intends they shall have time for proper 
deliberation, and therefore, where, after some consideration, the 
report of a jury was postponed for one week, the city did not 
thereby lose its right of appeal. Sondley v. Asheville, 84, 
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8. 


10. 


ii. 


12, 


13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


17. 


A deed by a corporation, formed under the general corporation laws 
of the State, conveying its property to a trustee for the benefit of its 
creditors is not fraudulent per se because it contains a provision 
that the trustee may sell at private sale any of the property con- 
veyed, at such prices as may be approved by the president and a 
majority of the board of directors, or because the president of the 
company is a preferred creditor; and while these facts are calcu- 
lated to arouse suspicion and are evidence of fraudulent intent, they 
do not raise such a presumption of fraud as will impose upon the 
maker or those claiming under the deed the burden of rebuttal. 
Blalock v. Manufacturing. Co., 99. 


. A corporation, unless restrained by some provision of its organic law, 


may purchase its own stock from holders thereof, and the latter are 
entitled to all the rights of other creditors of the corporation for 
the ‘protection and enforcement of their demand for payment. Ibid. 


A conveyance by a corporation of its property in trust for creditors 
is not now void as to preéxisting creditors, unless the latter shall 
bring suit to enforce their claims within sixty days after the regis- 
tration of such conveyance, Bat. Rev., ch. 26, section 48, having been 
repealed by section 685 of The Code. Ibid. : 


A corporation has the right to prefer a just debt due to one of its 
officers to those of other creditors. Ibid. 


The power of taxation being essential to the life of government, 
exemptions therefrom are regarded as in derogation of sovereign 
authority and common right, and will never be presumed. R. R. 
v. Alsbrook, 137. | 


The grant of an exemption from taxation must be expressed by words 
too plain to be mistaken; if a doubt arise as to the intent of the 
Legislature, that doubt must be resolved in favor of the State. Ibid. 


The grant of an exemption from taxation without some consideration 
or equivalent therefor received by the State does not constitute a 
contract, but a privilege merely, which may be recalled at the 
pleasure of the Legislature. Jbid. 


The consolidation of a railroad not exempt from taxation with one 
which is exempt does not extend the exemption to the property of 
the former, in the absence of clear, unmistakable provisions to 
that effect in the law authorizing the consolidation. Ibid. 


The exemption from taxation claimed to have been granted in ch. 78, 
Laws 1833-34, incorporating the Wilmington and Raleigh Railroad 
Company (now the Wilmington and Weldon Railroad Company), if 
valid at all, is confined to the “main line’—from Wilmington to 
Halifax—and does not extend to or embrace any “branch roads” 
which that company was authorized by its charter to construct or 
acquire. Ibid. © 

The acquisition of the Halifax and Weldon Railroad by the Wilming- 
ton and Raleigh Railroad Company (now the Wilmington and 


Weldon Railroad Company) under the act of 1835-36, did not merge 
the first named road in the main line of the latter, and hence the 
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property thereby acquired is not entitled to claim the exemption 
from taxation alleged to. have been granted in the charter of the 
Wilmington and Weldon Railroad Company. Ibid. 


18. The rolling stock of the Wilmington and Weldon Railroad Company 
used upon the branch roads, or roads otherwise acquired, ascertained 
by a pro rata standard based on the relative lengths thereof to the 
whole line, is liable to taxation. Ibid. 


19. A corporation is not bound by the acts or chargeable with the knowl- 
edge of one of its officers or agents in respect to a transection in 
which such officer or agent is acting in his own behalf, and does not 
act in any official or representative capacity. Banks v. Burgwyn, 
267. 


COUNTERCLAIM, 29, 411. 3 
An allegation in an answer that the property, for the recovery of which 
the suit is brought, belonged to plaintiff and defendant as partners, 
does not constitute a counterclaim. Buffkin v. Hason, 264. 


DAMAGES: 


1. It is a general rule that damages to land caused by the erection of a 
waterway by a railroad company—if skillfully constructed—are 
included in the compensation for and pass by the grant of the ease- 
ment of the right of way; but this general rule is subject to another 
rule, that the grantee of the easement shall not use its privileges in 
such manner as to inflict unnecessary injury upon the servient 
owner. Adams v. R. F., 325. 


2. Where the evidence tended to show that a railroad company diverted 
one stream into another so that the waters from both might be. con- 
ducted through one waterway—and that such diversion was not 
necessary to insure the safety of the road, but merely for the pur- 
pose of lessening the cost of construction, the owner of the land so 
damaged was entitled to recover for injuries, notwithstanding he 
may have granted this right of way. Ibid. 


3. When the injuries are the result of causes which may be removed, or 
a nuisance which may be abated, the measure of damages is not the 
difference in the value of the land before and after the injury, but 
its comparative productiveness. Ibid. 


4. In an action for damages alleged to have been caused by the failure of 
a railroad company to ship freight at a time stipulated, it was error 
to submit to the jury the question of damages caused by the deten- 
tion en route of the freight shipped under a subsequent contract— 
especially as the complaint did not contain any allegation of a 
breach in that respect. Waters v. R. R., 338. 


5. In an action to recover damages for injuries alleged to have been 
received by the plaintiff while assisting as an employee in the erec- 
tion of a church, it appeared that defendants were members of a 
committee appointed by the church organization for which the 
building was being erected, to supervise its construction, but they 
had no other interest, except as members of the church, in the 
structure: Held, (1) that the evidence did not establish the rela- 
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tion of master and servant between ine plaintiff and Aside dea: 
(2) that the defendants were not proprietors or contractors, and in 
no aspect liable to plaintiff for his alleged injuries. Wilson v. 
Clark, 364. 


6. In an action against a railroad company for failure to comply with its 


contract (made in compensation for injuries received) in not paying 
plaintiff for services rendered under such contract, it appeared that 
plaintiff executed a release for a sufficient consideration, covenant- 
ing not to sue, and discharging defendant from all further liability: 
Held, to be a sufficient bar to an action for a balance unpaid for 
services rendered under said contract since the injury was received. 
White v. R. R., 456, 


For breach of insurance contract, 93. 
By draining land, 438. , 


DEBTOR AND CREDITOR, 99. 
When the creditors of an estate promptly ideas their claims to judg- 


ments against the administrator, who has still assets in his hands, 
and whose administration is still unsettled, the assets are held by 
him in trust for the creditors, and the statute of limitations does not 
run. Phifer v, Berry, 463. 


DECEIT: 
In an action for deceit in the sale of a mule, a charge that to maintain 


DEED: 


his action the plaintiff must establish that the mule was unsound, 
that defendant falsely and fraudulently asserted it to be sound, that 
these false representations induced the trade; and that if the 
plaintiff was not in fact misled, but acted on his own judgment, 
the jury should find that he was not induced to part with his prop- 
erty, was fairly explanatory of the action. Black v. Black, 398. 


1. In a reference involving the validity of a deed, the referee should 


find the facts one way or the other in respect to the bona fides 
of the conveyance, and that finding should either be reviewed by 
the trial court or submitted to a jury under a proper issue, and 
where the referee has failed to pass on this question, the proper 
practice is to move to recommit with instructions to find the fact. 
Blalock v. Manufacturing Co., 99. 


2. In 1867 P. executed a deed of which the operative words were, “I do 


hereby give and grant to L. P. one lot of land . . . to contain 
two acres of land, reserving to myself possession during life”: 
Held, in the absence of evidence that words of inheritance were 
omitted by mistake, to convey only a life estate; and there being — 
nothing apparent in the contents of the instrument inconsistent with 
an intention to convey a life estate, a court of equity would not 
decree a correction for the purpose of conveying the fee. Ray v. 
Commissioners, 169. 


3. The fact that the executor of the life tenant purchased the land from 


the representative of the vendor could not constitute him a trustee 


for the heirs or devisees of the vendee. Ibid. 
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4. A purchaser for value and without notice will be protected against 
a latent equity to have a deed reformed. Ibid. 
5. One who accepts a deed is bound by its terms and conditions. Fort 
v, Allen, 183. . 
6. Recitals in deeds will operate as estoppels when the facts therein 


stated are of the essence of the contract, and where it is the intent 
of the party to place the existence of the facts beyond question. 


Ibid. 
7. A deed conveying land to C., “and the children of the natural issue 
of her body, . . . to have and to hold unto the said C. and the 


issue of her body forever and clear from all manner of incum- 
brances,”’ with warranty to C. forever, contains evidence upon its 
face of a, purpose to convey the fee sufficient to warrant a decree 
for correction by inserting the necessary words of inheritance. 
Rackley v. Chestnutt, 262. 


8. A description of land in a contract to convey, as 100 acres, to include 
- the William Hstice improvement, and to lap on a survey to J. A.,” 
the deed to be made as soon as the purchase money was paid, is 

clearly void for uncertainty. Vickers v. Henry, 371. 


9. The plaintiff affirms a deed which was delivered without his consent 
by suing for the balance due of the consideration. Smith v. Arthur, 
400. 


10. Recital of receipt of the consideration in a deed is not contractual 
in its character so as to preclude recovery of the purchase money 
due. Ibid. 


Exceptions and reservations in, 353. 


DEMURRER, 73. . 

When there are several defendants, and the complaint sets up a good 
cause of action as to any one of them, a joint demurrer will be 
overruled; but where several defendants are joined with the party 
to the verbal agreement, they cannot demur for this cause until the 
latter makes his election to ratify or repudiate the contract: but he 
cannot make an election to the prejudice of persons whose rights 
have intervened. Loughran v. Giles, 428, 


DESCRIPTION: 
Void for uncertainty, 371. 


DISCRETION OF JUDGE: 
The granting or refusal of an application for the jury to view the 
premises which are the subject of inquiry or accident lies within 
the sound discretion of the judge. Jenkins v. R. R.. 438. 


DRAINING LAND: 

1. Respecting the drainage or diversion of surface water, a railroad com- 
pany enjoys the same (but no greater) privileges as any other land- 
owner—that is, a right to cause it to fiow in its natural channel. 
Jenkins v. R. R., 488. 
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DRAINING LAND—Continued. | | 
2. Discussion by CrLarK, J., and Mrrrimon, C. J., as to the rights and 
duties of those draining land and flooding surface water upon the 
lands of others. Jbid. _ 


EASEMENT: 


In 1873, H. and T. entered ‘into an argreement under seal, by which H. 

“consents for said T. to back water, if necessary, up into his field, 

’ on condition that said T. will allow H. as much woodland along the 

line fence on south side of the river; T. is allowed to raise dam 8 

or 9 feet high; this agreement to remain good so long as T. keeps 

up a mill; . . . afterwards to be null and void.” T. erected a 

mill and dam, in consequence of which about 12 acres of H.’s land 

were eventually flooded, and H. went into possession of about 4 or 5 

acres of the woodland, that being about the quantity covered origin- 
ally by the water of the pond: Held— 


i. The agreement vested in T, an equitable base, or qualified fee, in an 
easement to back the water upon H.’s land so long as he, or those 
claiming under him, maintained the mill, and that upon T.’s death 
this estate descended to his heirs. (Base or qualified fees defined, 
and Hill v. Kesler, 67 N. C., 443, commented upon.) Hall v. Turner, 
272. , 

2. The agreement that H. should have as much land on the south side of 
the river was a condition subsequent to the easement so created, and 
upon the failure of T., or those claiming under him, to perform that 
condition, the easement terminates. bid. 


3. That H.’s right to occupy the land under the condition subsequent 
was not restricted to the amount which he entered upon at the 
-beginning of the operation of the agreement, but expanded and was 
coextensive with the quantity of land which subsequently became 
servient to the overflow of his land from the erection of the dam. 
Ibid. 


4. That H. was entitled, under the agreement, to the use of so much of 
T.’s land as T., by the erection of the dam, not actually over- 
flowed, but “sobbed” and made unfit for cultivation, of his (H.’s) 


land. Ibid. 
Grantee of, cannot use to inflict unnecessary injury on servient owner, 


325. 
ELECTION, 183. 

A devisee is not compelled to make an election until he has had an 
opportunity to determine on which side his interest lies, but there 
must not be such unreasonable delay as to impair rights acquired by 
others. Vann v. Newson, 122. 

ELECTIONS: | 

1, While the General Assembly cannot add to the qualifications pre- 
scribed by the Constitution for voters, it has the power, and it is 
its duty, to enact such registration laws as will protect the rights of 
duly qualified voters; and no. person is entitled to vote until he has 
complied with the requirements of those laws. Harris v. Scar- 


borough, 232. 
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2. Where there has been no registration at all, the votes cast cannot be 
counted by proving that none but duly qualified electors voted; 
possibly this principle might be relaxed where a fraudulent con- 
spiracy to deprive the voters of the right of suffrage is shown; and 
it does not apply where the Legislature has failed to provide means 
for registration. Ibid. 


3. Where a voter offers to comply with the laws in reference to regis- 
tration, but is prevented by the wrongful conduct of the registrar, 
his vote should be received and counted, but a vote cast upon an 
invalid registration should be rejected, Ibid. 


4, The provision in the statute (ch. 287, sec. 3, Laws of 1889) that no 
registration shall be valid unless it specifies, as near as may be, the 
age, occupation, residence, etc., of the elector, is in conformity with 
the Constitution and is mandatory in its terms, and he who seeks 
to vote without complying therewith must show that he offered to do 
all that was required of him and was prevented es the fault of the 
registration officers. Jbdid. 


5. A response to the inquiry as to the place of birth and residence of the 
voter, giving the name of the county, is sufficient compliance with 
the statute in that respect; but a response giving only the name of 
the State is too indefinite, and a registration thereon is invalid. 
Ibid. 


6. Where it appeared that the registrar read to each person applying 
to register the inquiry printed at the head of the columns of the 
registration book furnished him, he discharged his duty in that 
respect, and it was the duty of the elector to make his response suffi- 
ciently specific to meet the purposes of the law. Ibid. 


7. Upon the trial of an action involving the regularity of an election, 
there was evidence tending to show that the returns from one voting 
place had been altered surreptitiously by a friend and partisan of 
the defendant: Held, that the declaration of such partisan, not 
made in the presence of defendant, was not competent—he not 
having been examined as a witness. Merrell v. Whitmire, 367. 


EMINENT DOMAIN: 


1. The counsel fees authorized to be taxed in proceedings to condemn 
lands for railroad uses under section 1946, The Code, can only be 
allowed and taxed in those cases where the court, under section 
1948, is directed to appoint an attorney to represent a party in inter- 
est who is unknown or whose residence is unknown. R. R. v. Good- 
win, 175. 


2, It is a general rule that damages to land caused by the erection of a 
waterway by a railroad company—if skillfully constructed—are 
included in the compensation for and pass by the grant of the 
easement of the right of way; but this general rule is subject to 
another rule, that the grantee of the easement shall not use its 
privilege in such manner as to inflict unnecessary injury upon the 
servient owner. Adams v. R. R., 325. 


470 


INDEX. 


EMINENT DOMAIN—Continued. 


3. Where the evidence tended to show that a railroad company diverted 
one stream into another, so that the waters from both might be 
conducted through one waterway, and that such diversion was not 
necessary to insure the safety of the road, but merely for the pur- 
pose of lessening the cost of construction, the owner of the land so 
damaged was entitled to recover for injuries, notwithstanding he 
may have granted this right of way. Ibid. 


4, When the injuries are the result of causes which may be removed, or 

a nuisance which may be abated, the measure of damages is not the 

. difference in the value of the land before and after the injury, but 
its comparative productiveness. Jbdid. 


EQUITABLE DEFENSE: 


1. Where it appeared that the proceeds of the wife’s separate land, sold 
since 1868, was used by the husband to purchase another tract, it 
was held, in the absence of any agreement to the contrary, to be 
sufficient to constitute a resulting trust, which, coupled with open 
possession, could be set up to defeat the naked legal title in an action 
of ejectment. Ross v. Hendrix, 403. 


2. Open, notorious, and exclusive possession for twelve years, accom- 
panied by a claim of ownership, is constructive notice of an equity, 
even though it be the possession of one entitled to dower which had 
not been alloted. Jbid. 


3. It would have been otherwise if the dower had been allotted as to the 
part embraced in the allotment. Jbvid. 

4, Where such equitable ownership is set up as a defense in an action 
to recover land, the statute of limitations does not bar. Ibid. 


ESTATE: | 
Base or qualified, and upon conditions, 292. 


ESTOPPEL, 193, 393. 


1. While a married woman will not be estopped by an oral agreement 
in respect to land, she will not be permitted to take benefit under 
a conveyance and repudiate the recited terms upon which it was 
made; and when she has an opportunity to disclaim the deed and 
does not do so, she will be deemed to have elected to take under it. 
Fort v. Allen, 183. 


2. Recitals in deeds will operate as estoppels when the facts therein 
stated are of the essence of the contract, and where it is. the intent 
of the party to place the existence of the facts beyond question. 
Ibid. 


3. A plaintiff who brings an action against the executors of a person 
whose estate is charged with liability is estopped to deny the execu- 
tion of the will under which they were appointed and qualified; 
and the original will, taken from the records of the court, is compe- 
tent without further proof of its execution, as a basis of compari- 
son in determining the genuineness of the handwriting of testator 
to the instrument in controversy. Croom v. Sugg, 259. 
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1. In an action to recover the amounts due upon a note executed by 
husband and wife, the husband alleged, by way of defense, that he 
affixed his name to the instrument only for the purpose of signifying 
his assent to its execution by his wife, and that his name as joint 
obligor was the result of mistake on the part of the draftsman, or was 
procured by the fraud of the payee: Held, that evidence tending 
to show that the land, for the purchase of which the note was 
given, was subsequently conveyed to the wife; that the wife was 
a free trader; that the payee failed to present the claim to the ad- 
ministrator of the husband within the time prescribed by law; that 
at the time of the execution of the note the husband was ill from 
a disease which soon afterwards resulted in death, was incompe- 
tent to establish the allegations of fraud and mistake. Johnston v. 
Derr, 1. 


2. A policy of insurance contained a stipulation that any additional 
insurance should be made known to the insurer and its consent 
endorsed thereon, otherwise the policy should be forfeited. Ad- 
ditional insurance was obtained with the knowledge of the solicit- 
ing agent of defendant, who had procured the original policy, and 
who endorsed the consent of his principal thereon by pasting the 
printed form for such purpose by the company and which was 
printed by it, and the agent testified that he understood he had such 
authority: Held, there was evidence sufficient to go to the -jury on the 
issue as to the consent of the company to such additional insurance. 
Grubbs v. Insurance Co., 108. 


3. Upon the filing of an award directing payment to the plaintiff of a 
certain sum in dollars and cents, the defendant moved, upon affi- 
davits setting forth the contracts upon which the award was based, 
that the judgment to be rendered thereon should be so framed that 
defendant might discharge the same with certain bonds, as stipu- 

_ lated in the said contract: Held, that evidence aliunde of principle 
upon which the award was based was not competent; and it being 
regular on its face, and no objection on account of fraud, mistake, 
or irregularity being made, it should be affirmed. Wyatt v. R. R., 245. 


4, A plaintiff who brings an action against the executors of a person 
whose estate is charged with a liability is estopped to deny the 
execution of the will under which they were appointed and quali- 
fied; and the original will, taken from the records of the court, is 
competent without further proof of its execution, as a basis of 
comparison in determining the genuineness of the handwriting of 
testator to the instrument in controversy. Croom v. Sugg, 259. 


5. Upon the trial of an issue as to the genuineness of a paper alleged 
to have been forged by plaintiff, evidence that plaintiff was skillful - 
in imitating the handwriting of others, and that he himself pro- 
claimed that fact, is competent. Ibid. 

6. A deed conveying land to C., “and the children of the natural issue 
of her body, . . . to have and to hold unto the said C. and the 
issue of her body forever and clear from all manner of encum- 
brances,” with warranty to C. forever, contains evidence upon its 
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6 


face of a purpose to convey the fee sufficient to warrant a decree 
for correction by inserting the necessary words of inheritance. 
Rackley v. Chestnutt, 262. | | 


7. Where it was shown that a director of a bank, and also one of its 


discount committee, conferred with the president of the bank in 
relation to discounting paper which such director held as presi-. 
dent of another corporation, and that, after consideration with 
other officers—the applying director taking no part in the matter— 
the paper was discounted in the usual course of business: Heid, 
not to constitute evidence sufficient to go to the jury of notice of an 
alleged fraudulent element in the paper discounted. Bank v. Bur- 
guwyn, 267. 


8, A reservation in a deed of trust for benefit of creditors of the home- 


stead and personal property exemption provided in the Constitu- 
tion, or $500 in money in lieu of such personal property exemption, 
is no evidence of a fraudulent purpose. Banking Co. v. Whitaker, 
345. 


9. The mere fact that one of the preferred creditors in an assignment 


is the son of the debtor, will not raise a presumption that the in- 
debtedness is fraudulent. Jbid. 


10. Upon the trial of an indictment for rape, the prosecutrix swore that 


one of the defendants held her while the other perpetrated the 
crime, and neither she nor her husband (who was present) assented 
to the act; the defendants admitted the carnal intercourse, but 
testified that it was with prosecutrix’s consent, and, to break down 
her testimony, proposed to show by her examination on the pre- 
liminary hearing before a justice of the peace—which had been 
reduced to writing by the magistrate, but had not been signed— 
that she had then stated her husband told her to allow defendant 
to have intercourse with her; the justice of the peace did not re- 
member what she had sworn in that respect, nor could he refresh 
his memory by reference to the paper, but testified that the docu- 
ment was a correct statement of what she swore: Held, (1) that 
the proposed evidence was relevant and pertinent, although the wit- 
ness had not been given opportunity to admit or deny the state- 
ment; (2) that the paper, while not competent as substantive evi- 
dence, was competent for the purpose offered. 8S. v. Jordan, 491. 


11. On an indictment for bigamy, the first marriage, like any other fact, 


may be proved by the admission of the defendant or by circumstan- 
tial evidence. The weight to be given to the evidence is a matter 


for the jury. S. v. Wylde, 500. 


12. On the trial of an indictment for fornication and adultery, evidence 


was offered tending to prove that the male defendant, white, and the 
female defendant, colored, had several times been seen riding to- 
gether in male defendant’s vehicle; that they frequently ate at the 
same table; that female defendant, who was a married woman, but 
who had left her husband, had given birth to two children after 
separating from her husband; that the male defendant had been 
seen nursing and playing with them, and had his picture taken with 
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theirs, and that the female defendant employed servants for both: 
Held, to be sufficient to be submitted to the jury, and warrant a con- 
viction. S. v. Chancy, 507. | 


13. Upon an issue of former acquittal or conviction, the record thereof 
is the best evidence, and must be produced or its loss shown. Ibid. 


14. A new trial will not be awarded for the admission of incompetent 
evidence, where it appears that the evidence was subsequently 
withdrawn and the jury instructed not to consider it, or to con- 
sider it only as bearing upon a particular aspect of the case to 
which it was relevant. 8S. v. Crane, 530. 


15. Upon the trial of an indictment for fornication and adultery, the de- 
fendant, being examined as a witness, denied his guilt, and swore 
that he was surprised at the charge when he first heard of it, and 
that his wife had never made such a charge, or referred to it: 
Held, that his admission that he did know of the charge prior to the 
time to which he had sworn, and that he had been charged by his 
wife with the offense, was competent in contradiction. Ibid. 


Of negligence, 58, 215. 
Of fraudulent assignment, 99. 
Of manslaughter, 508. 


BURDEN OF PROOF: 
1. In an action for trespass guare clausum fregit, the burden is upon 
the plaintiff to prove title or actual possession of the locus in quo. 
Hulse v. Brantley, 134. | 


2. The burden is on the appellant to show that he was prejudiced by 
an erroneous instruction to the jury. Ibid. 


3. When the maker of a note alleges fraud on the part of the payee 
in obtaining its execution, and offers proof tending to support that 
fact, the prima facie case of an endorsee before maturity, that he 
took without notice, is so far rebutted as to shift the burden on 
him to show that he purchased for value and in good faith; but 
when he has complied with this obligation, his prima facie case is 
restored, unless the circumstances under which he took the paper 
are such as to amount to constructive notice, when the burden is 
again transferred to the defendant to establish knowledge of the 
plaintiff of the vitiating facts. Bank v. Burgwyn, 267. e 


4, When, in an action to recover land, the defendant sets up title under 
an exception in the deed under which plaintiff claims, the burden 


. is upon him to bring himself within the exception by proper proofs. 
Steel and Iron Co. v. Edwards, 3538. 
EXCEPTIONS: . 


1. An exception should point out the error complained of. A mere 
“objection” is not a compliance with the statute or the rules of 
Court in that respect. Tilley v. Bivens, 3438. 


2. The fact that a referee failed to find certain facts is not ground 
for an exception, but is ground for a motion to recommit with in- 
structions. Jbid. 
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3. Issues substantially ‘presenting the questions of fact in controversy, 
unnecessarily multiplied, gre not the proper subject of exception. 
Black v. Black, 398. 


4, An exception must point out specifically and definitely the error as- 
signed, and not leave the Court to grope through the entire record 
to discover error. Greensboro v. McAdoo, 4380. 


EXEMPTIONS: 


1. It is the purpose of the Constitution, in providing a homestead, that 
the homesteader shall have secured to him, as against his creditors 
generally, real property not exceeding in value one thousand dollars. 
Vanstory v. Thornton, 10. 


2, When a homestead has once been duly allotted, its character in 
respect to value and extent becomes thereby fixed, and cannot be 
changed by subsequent allotment. Ibid. 


3. But when the homestead has once been designated, and the home- 

| steader subsequently puts substantial improvements thereon in the 
-form of buildings, whereby a value much greater than $1,000 is 
imparted to the property, his creditors have the right to have.the 
money or property so placed on the homestead applied to the 
satisfaction of their debts. Ibid. 


4, The right of the creditor to proceed against the property so added to 
the homestead is not by execution, but an action invoking the equit- 
able jurisdiction of the courts. Jbid. 


5. A valid conveyance of land before the allotment of a homestead is a. 
waiver of the right of homestead as to the land thereby conveyed, 
and the vendee takes it subject to the lien of any judgment docketed 
prior thereto, but the vendor may subsequently have a homestead 
allotted to him in other lands. Fleming v. Graham, 374. 


6. A., being financially embarrassed and without having a homestead 
allotted, executed a mortgage upon his only tract of land, of less 
value than $1,000, his wife not joining in the conveyance; the mort- 
gage was filed for registration during a term of the Superior Court, 
at a subsequent day of which a judgment was rendered against him 
and duly docketed: Held, (1) the lien of the judgment was prior 
to that of the mortgage; (2) the conveyance was void, the wife not 
having joined in its execution. Ibid. 


7. The allotment of a homestead does not confer or divest any title, and 
is not strictly, but a quasi proceeding in rem: and only those per- 
sons having actual or constructive notice are bound thereby. Wil- 
liams v. Whitaker, 393. 


8. The allotment of 2 homestead to one having no right thereto is void. 
and may be attacked collaterally. Ibid. 


9. The allotment of a homestead to a widow upon the lands of her de- 
ceased husband—there being children of the marriage—is without 
jurisdiction, and is void; and the heirs are not estopped thereby. 
Ibid. 

From taxation, 137. 
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FALSE PRETENSES: 


1. The act of 1889, ch. 444, making.it an indictable offense to procure 
advances by false promises to begin work, is not unconstitutional. 
The gist of the offense is not the obtaining the advances and after- 
wards refusing to perform the labor, but in the fraudulent intent 
at the time of obtaining the advances and making the promise. 
S. v. Norman, 484. 


2. Where, upon a promise to begin work on the following Monday, the 
prosecutor made advances to the defendant, and the latter failed, 
“without proper excuse, to begin work at the time stipulated, and 
was arrested on complaint of prosecutor on Tuesday: Held, to be 
a failure to begin work within the meaning of the statute. Ibid. 


FORNICATION AND ADULTERY: 


1, On the trial of an indictment for fornication and adultery, evidence 
was offered tending to prove that the male defendant, white, and 
the female defendant, colored, had several times been seen riding 
‘together in male defendant’s vehicle; that they frequently ate at 
the same table; that female defendant, who was a married woman, 
but who had left her husband, had given birth to two ¢hildren after 
separating from her husband; that the male defendant had been 
seen nursing and playing with them, and had his picture taken 
with theirs, and that the female defendant employed servants for 
both: Held, to be sufficient to be submitted to the jury, and warrant 
a conviction. 8. v. Chancy, 507. : , 


2. Upon the trial of an indictment for fornication and adultery, the de- 
fendant, being examined as a witness, denied his guilt, swore that 
he was surprised at the charge when he first heard of it, and that 
his wife never made such a charge, or referred to it: Held, that 
his admission that he did know of the charge prior to the time to 
which he had sworn, and that he had been charged by his wife with 
the offense, was competent in contradiction. 8S. v. Crane, 530. 


FRAUD, 1, 91, 99, 267, 279. 

1. A reservation in a deed of trust for benefit of creditors of the home- 
stead and personal property exemption provided in the Constitution, 
or $500 in money in lieu of such personal property exemption, is no 
evidence of a fraudulent purpose. Banking Co. v. Whitaker, 345. 


2. The mere fact that one of the preferred creditors in an assignment is 
the son of the debtor will not raise a presumption that the indebted- 
ness is fraudulent. Jbid. 


FRAUDS, STATUTE OF, 251. 


1. A parol partition of lands is a contract relating to lands within the 
purview of the statute of frauds, and therefore not binding. Fort v.. 
Allen, 183. 


2. A defendant cannot take advantage of the statute of frauds respect- 
ing a verbal contract to convey land by demurrer, because such 
contract is not ,void, but only voidable when the statute is pleaded, 
and by demurrer the defendant elects to treat it as still subsisting. 
Loughran v. Giles, 423. 
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3. The reason of the statute was to get rid of the temptation to perjury; 
but this cannot arise where the facts are admitted by a demurrer. — 
Ibid. | 


4. A verbal contract to convey land is good between the parties when 
its terms are agreed upon and the statute is not pleaded. Jbid. _ 


HANDWRITING: 


Upon the trial of an issue as to the genuineness of a paper alleged to 
have been forged by plaintiff, evidence that plaintiff was skillful 
in imitating the handwriting of others, and that he himself pro- 
claimed that fact, is competent. Groom v. Sugg, 259. 


INDICTMENT: 
-1. Two or more persons may be guilty of the single crime of rape, and 
be jointly indicted therefor. 98. v. Jordan, 491. 


2. The description, in an indictment, of the instrument with which an 
assault was made, as “an axe,” ex vi termini imports a deadly 
weapon. S. v. Shields, 497. 


3. One who by conduct calculated to produce a breach of the peace pro- 
vokes an assault cannot protect himself from responsibility there- 
for upon the ground that he fought in self-defense. Jbid. 


4, On an indictment for bigamy, the first marriage, like any other fact, 
may be proved by the admission of the defendant, or by circum- 
stantial evidence. The weight to be given to the evidence is a 
matter for the jury. 8S. v. Wylde, 500. | 


5. The failure by the father to provide for the support of his children 
-is as much a violation of the statute (The Code, sec. 972) as the 
failure to provide support for the wife, and an indictment charging 
such violation following the words of the statute is sufficient. S. »v. 
Kerby, 558. | 


6. It is not necessary that an indictment charging an offense of which 
a justice of the peace has exclusive original jurisdiction should 
allege that the offense was committed more than twelvé months 
before the finding of the bill. The fact may be shown as a matter of 
defense on the trial, or upon a motion to quash. - Ibid. 

Quashing, 604. 


INJUNCTION: 


When the facts upon which an injunction was granted until the hearing 
and a receiver was appointed by the judge below are controverted 
and doubtful, the Supreme Court will not interfere with the orders, 
especially when it appears that no serious injury to any of the 
parties can arise therefrom. WNimocks v. Shingle Co., 230. 


INSURANCE: 


1. In the absence of specific regulations in respect to the time within 
which an application for reinstatement of a policyholder, whose 
policy has been forfeited for nonpayment of dues, should be made, 
the policyholder has a reasonable time to do so, but he must be 
diligent. Lovick v. Life Association, 98. 
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2, 


10. 


There is a difference between a reinstatement and a reinsurance— 
the first being the revival of the original, while the latter is a new 
contract. Jbid. 


. Although the person upon whose life the policy issued is at the time 


of the application for reinstatement beyond insurable age, he is, 
nevertheless, entitled to be reinstated upon paying past dues. Ibid. 


. In an action for damages for breach of the contract for refusing to 


reinstate, plaintiff is entitled to recover the amount of the premiums 
and assessments paid by him. IJbid. 


. A statement in an application for insurance that a clerk slept in the 


building insured does not constitute a continuing warranty that the’ 
assured would require the clerk to continue to sleep in the building, 
and the fact that no person was sleeping therein when the fire 
occurred did.not avoid the policy, especially in the absence of evi- 
dence that the risk was prejudiced thereby. Grubbs v. Insurance 
Co., 108. 


. A policy of insurance contained a stipulation that any additional 


insurance should be made known to the insurer and its consent 
endorsed thereon, otherwise the policy should be forfeited. Ad- 
ditional insurance was obtained with the knowledge of the soliciting 
agent of defendant, who had procured the original policy, and who 
endorsed the consent of his principal thereon by pasting the printed 
form used for such purpose by the company and which was printed 
by it, and the agent testified that he understood he had such au- 
thority: Held, there was evidence sufficient to go to the jury on the 
issue as to the consent of the company to such additional insurance. 
Ibid. 


. An insurance policy covering distinct kinds of property is not a 


single contract, but the assured may maintain -an action to recover 
the amount insured upon any one of the articles specified, although 
he may have alleged a total destruction of all the property in his 
complaint. Manufacturing Co. v. Assurance Co., 176. 


. The insured may also maintain an action for the amount insured 


upon some of the property, although the insurer has demanded 
_a reference to arbitration, under a stipulation in the policy as to 
other insured items, it appearing that the insured had ahandoned 
his claim as to them. Ibid. 


. A stipulation in an insurance policy that a failure to bring suit 


within a time therein prescribed after loss should constitute a for- 
feiture is a contract, and not a statute of limitations, and may be 
waived, or the party for whose benefit it was provided may be 
estopped by his conduct from insisting upon its enforcement. Dib- 
brell v. Insurance Ca., 193. 


The stipulation usually inserted in policies of insurance that no agent 
of the insurer is authorized to change the terms of the contract, and 
that such terms shall not be waived except in writing endorsed on 
the policy, does not extend to conditions to be performed after a 
loss is incurred. Ibid. 
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11. The authority conferred by an insurance company upon its agent 
in adjusting a loss to require or dispense with the production of 
papers, under a stipulation to that effect in the policy, necessarily 
involves the authority to waive compliance with another stipulation 
requiring suits to be brought within a specified time. Jbid. 


12. And where such agent did, from time to time, make successive de- 
mands for books and papers, the production of which necessarily 
consumed the time within which suit was required to be brought 
by a stipulation in its policy, the said stipulation was waived, and 
the insurer was estopped from insisting on its enforcement. Ibid. 


13. Two arbitrators chosen under a stipulation in an insurance policy 
agreed upon an award and prepared a paper containing it, but being 
uncertain under the reference whehter they had passed upon all 
the questions submitted, took it to the adjusters representing the 
insurance company, and said the award was not complete if it was 
proper for them to consider other items; otherwise, it was; and 
being assured that it was not necessary to pass upon any other 
question, signed it, when in fact, the reference did embrace the 
other matters: Held, it was not error to submit to the jury the 
fact whether there was a final agreement upon and aelivery of the 
award. Herndon v. Insurance Co., 279. 


14. Plaintiffs were wholesale and retail dealers in drugs, paints, and 
other goods usually kept in drug stores; the business was carried 
on in one building, the wholesale and retail departments being 

' separated by a partition; an insurance policy insured “their whole- 
sale stock of drugs, paints, oils, dye-stuffs, and other goods on hand, 
; contained in the three-story brick and basement metal-roof 
building, situate,” etc.: Held, that the contract of insurance em- 
braced both the goods in the wholesale and retail departments in 
the described building. Drug Co. v. Assurance Co., 350. 


15. Where the local agent of an insurance company has actual knowledge 
of the falsity of a statement made by the insured in his application, 
and forwards the application upon which the policy is issued, the 
knowledge of the agent is the knowledge of the company, and the 
false statement will not avoid the contract. fFollette v. Accident 
Association, 377. 


ISSUBS: 


1. Issues substantially presenting the questions of fact in controversy, 
though unnecessarily multiplied, are not the proper subjects of ex- 
ception. Black v. Black, 398. 


' 2. The test is, Did the issues presented afford the parties opportunity 
to introduce all pertinent evidence and apply it fairly? Ibid. 


JUDGE’S CHARGE: 


1, When the pleadings and proofs develop several aspects of the case 
upon which the right to recover depends, it is error to single out 
one and to charge the jury particularly in respect thereto, and give 
only general instructions as to the others—especially where special 
pertinent instructions have been requested. Knight v. R. R., 58. 
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2. 


oO1 


When the evidence upon an issue is conflicting, it is error in the court 
to direct the jury to return a verdict for one of the parties—the 
jury alone being the judge of the weight of the evidence. Buffkin v. 
Eason, 264. 


. The evidence as to the height of a dam being conflicting, the court. 


properly charged the jury that by a dam 9 feet high is meant such 
a dam as, under given circumstances, will pond the same quantity of 
water that a dam exactly and uniformly 9 feet high under same 
circumstances would pond. Hall v. Turner, 292. 


; Requests for special instructions should be in writing and presented 


to the court before the close of the evidence. Merretl v. Whitmire, 
367. | 


. A charge reasonably responsive to prayers for instruction is all that 


can be required, if it states the law correctly. Black v. Black, 398. 


. In an action for deceit in the sale of a mule, a charge that to maintain 


his action the plaintiff must establish that the mule was unsound, 
that defendant falsely and fraudulently asserted it to be sound, 
that these false representations induced the trade; and that if the 
plaintiff was not in fact misled, but acted on his own judgment, 
the jury should find that he was not induced to part with his prop- 
erty, was fairly explanatory of the action. Ibid. 


. The court must put its charge as to the law in writing, however in- 


convenient, if the request is made in apt time. Jenkins v. R. R., 
438, 


. When the entire charge of the judge is not sent up, it will be pre- 


sumed that it is correct, except in those particulars in which errors 
are assigned in the case on appeal. S. v. Cox, 503. 


. Where the State relies upon circumstantial evidence of such kind 


that each circumstance is a necessary link, an instruction to the 
jury that it is incumbent on the State to establish each circumstance 
beyond a reasonable doubt would be proper; but where various 
‘independent circumstances are relied upon to establish a fact, an 
instruction that the jury must be satisfied, upon the whole evi- 
dence, of the guilt of the defendant, is sufficient. S. v. Crane, 530. 


JUDGMENT, 122, 374, 411. 


1, 


2. 


Ordinarily, a judgment by confession without action will not be 
set aside for mere irregularities, the party confessing the judgment 
being presumed to have waived them; but where the judgment is 
void for cause appearing in the record, or the record omits some 
essential element, it will be set aside or quashed. Nimocks v. 
Shingle Co., 20. 


A corporation may confess judgment, without action, in or out of 
term, but the record should show that the officer or person who 
represented the corporation in the proceeding was duly authorized 
to act and that he did act under the direction of his principal. 
Ibid. 
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JUDGMENT—Continued. 


3. 


4, 


10. 


A confession of judgment by the treasurer of a corporation under 
a resolution adopted at a meeting of a majority of the stockholders, 
without the approval of the directors and against the protest of the 
minority of stockholders, is without authority, and should be 
quashed. Ibid. 


A judgment by confession without action, founded on contract, in 
the Superior Court, for a sum not in excess of $200, is void for 
want of jurisdiction. Slocumb v. Shingle Co., 24. 


. The remedy against a final judgment, on the ground of fraud, is by an 


independent action, and not by motion in the original cause. Small- 
wood v. Trenwith, 91. | 


. Where the court, in refusing to set aside a judgment by default ren- 


dered upon service by publication, stated in its ruling that “No just 
or reasonable cause has been shown why said judgment should be 
set aside,” it should have found the facts, in order that the correct- 
ness of this conclusion might be reviewed upon appeal. Bacon v. 
Johnson, 114. 


. Husband and wife, being sued for recovery of land, the wife re- 


quested her husband to employ counsel to defend the action, which 
he promised to do, but, being an ignorant man, failed to give the 
matter attention, and judgment by default was rendered: Held, to 
be excusable neglect on the part of the wife, and the judgment 
against her was properly vacated, although she may not have been 
a necessary party to the action. Sikes v. Weatherly, 131. 


. Where the facts urged in support of a motion to vacate a judgment 


in some aspects shows surprise or excusable neglect, the court be- 
low may, in its discretion, allow or deny the motion, and the ex- 
ercise of this discretion is not reviewable. Jbid. 


. Where an attorney, without authority from his client, assigns a 


judgment for less than its value: Held, that the plaintiff was the 
owner of the judgment, and that the amount for which it was 
transferred must be treated as a credit thereon. Lewis v. Blue, 420. 


Upon a conviction the defendants were adjudged to be imprisoned 
and pay costs, but the court at the same time directed that if the 
defendants left the State within thirty days no capias was to he 
issued; defendants did leave, but returned into the State very soon 
afterwards, when they were arrested and imprisoned: Held, (1) 
that while the court had no power to banish the defendants, the 
judgment in respect to the imprisonment and costs was valid, and 
could be enforced upon their return to the State; (2) that the de- 
fendants having failed to appeal from the judgment in apt time, 
a writ of certiorari would not be granted. 8S. v. Hatley, 522. 


Vacating, 111, 309. 

Form of, in claim and delivery, 220. 
Irregular, when and by whom vacated, 387. 
When set aside, 466. 
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JURISDICTION, 24, 393, 538. 


1. When the petition and bond required by the act of Congress eesulak 
ing the removal of causes from State to Federal courts. have been 
duly filed, the jurisdiction of State courts ceases at once; and hence, 
where such petition and bond were offered, but before any order 
was made thereon, the plaintiff was permitted to amend his com- 
plaint in such way as would deprive the Federal court of jurisdic- 
tion, there was error. Winslow v. Collins, 119. 


2. Statutes depriving courts of jurisdiction once attached are strictly 
construed, and every requirement of such statute must be met be- 
fore the court will yield its jurisdiction. 8S. v. Sullivan, 513. 


3. The jurisdiction of State courts over the persons and subject-matter 
enumerated in the act of Congress (Rev. Stat., sec. 648) does not 
cease upon the filing of the petition for removal in the Circuit 
Court; that result follows only when the petition setting forth the 
facts required by the statute has been duly filed and the appropriate 
writ has been issued and made known to the State court. Ibid. | 


4, It is not necessary that an indictment charging an offense of which 
a justice of the peace has exclusive original jurisdiction should 
allege that the offense was committed more than twelve months 
before the finding of the bill. The fact may be shown as a matter 
of defense on the trial, or upon a motion to quash. 8S. v. Kerby, 
558. 

Equitable, when value of homestead exceeds constitutional exemption, 
10. 


JURY: 


1. The granting or refusal of an application for the jury to view the 
premises which are the subject of injury or accident lies within 
the sound discretion of the judge. Jenkins v. R. R., 488. 


2. Objection that a juror is on the prosecution bond of another plaintiff 
in another action, though against the same defendant on a similar 
cause of action, is properly overruled. Jbid. 


8. Plea in abatement filed before pleading generally to an indictment is 
the proper way to raise the question of the qualification of an in- 
dividual grand juror. Such plea will not be sustained, unless it 
shows the want of some positive qualification prescribed by law. 
Ali other objections to the competency of grand jurors must be 
taken by challenge in apt time. S. v. Sharp, 604. 


4, The fact that the son of the prosecutor, in an indictment for larceny, 
was a member of the grand jury, and actively participated in find- 
ing the bill, did not vitiate the indictment, and it was error to quash 
it on that ground. Ibid. 

Tampering with, 530. 


JUSTICE OF THE PEACE: 

A justice of the peace is not guilty of a violation of the statute (The 
Code, sec. 906) by failing to make report to the clerk of the Su- 
perior Court, when there have been no criminal cases disposed of 
by him within the time therein prescribed. 8%. v. Latham, 490. 
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LICENSE, to se]l liquor, 417. 
Tax on trade, 597. 


LIEN: 


1. The separate estate of a married woman cannot be subjected to the 
satisfaction of a lien for improvement thereon, although the im- 
provements were made with her knowledge, unless the contract upon 
which the lien is based was executed by her in the manner pre- 
scribed by law. Thompson v. Taylor, 70. 


2. In an action to enforce such lien it was not error ti exclude evidence 
that the improvements were made with the knowledge of the mar- 
ried woman, and that she subsequently used them, there being no 
allegation of fraud or other evidence of a valid contract with her. 
Ibid. 


Moving house off mortgaged premises does not impair, 413. 
Of judgment, 374. | 


LIMITATIONS, STATUTE OF, 122, 193, 403, 463. 


The statute of limitations—The Code, sec. 153 (2)—requiring creditors 
of deceased persons to commence actions within seven years after 
the qualification of the personal representative contemplates those . 
claims upon which the right of action had accrued at the time of 
such qualification; as to those upon which the right of action sub- 
sequently accrues, the statute begins to run from the date of suche 
accrual. (Syme v. Badger, 96 N. C., 197, and Andres v. Powell, 97 
N. C., 155, distinguished.) Miller v. Shoaf, 319. 


LIQUOR, SALE OF: 


1. Act of 1891, ch. 323, providing that the board of commissioners shail, 
upon satisfactory evidence of good moral character of the petitioner, 
issue the license, etc., is as mandatory as sec. 3701 of The Code. 
Hillsboro v. Smith, 417. 


2. The board of commissioners have a limited legal discretion in passing 
upon an application for license, and they have a right to take into 
consideration the suitableness of the place and the propriety of 
increased accommodations for the public. Jbid. 


3. As to the town of Hillsboro, the provisions of Laws of 1854, ch. 276, 
respecting the manner in which the applicant shall be Pocommenved, 
is still in force. Jbid. 


4, The statute, ch. 4, Private Laws 1891, prohibiting the manufacture 
of spirituous liquors within three miles of the Orphans’ Home, near 
Barium Springs, Iredell County, without the written permission of 
the superintendent of the home, is a constitutional exercise of the 
power of police regulations, and operates on those who, at and be- 
fore the time of its enactment, were engaged in the manufacture of 
such liquors within the prescribed territory. 8S. v. Barringer, 525. 


5. The fact that, upon the destruction of a portion of the buildings con- 
nected with the home, the inmates were removed temporarily to 
another place while the buildings were reconstructed, did not have 
the effect to suspend the operation of the statute. Jbid. 
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LIQUOR, SALE OF —Continued. 


6. A liquor dealer is criminally responsible for the aulawial sale by his 
agent of liquors to minors, although such sale may have been 
against his instructions and without his knowledge. S. v. Kittelle, 
560. 


MARRIED WOMAN: 


1, While a married woman will not be estopped by an oral agreement 
in respect to land, she will not be permitted to take benefit under 
a conveyance and repudiate the recited terms upon which it was 
made; and when she has an opportunity to disclaim the deed and 
does not do so, she will be deemed to have elected to take unge? 
it. Fort v. Allen, 188. 


2. Plaintiff, having shown title to the land in controversy out of the 
State, and color of title to himself, under which he had been in 
actual possession for more than seven years, when the defendants 
—husband and wife-—-entered under a claim of the wife, established 
a right to recover, notwithstanding the feme defendant was under 
coverture during the time of plaintiff's possession. Vickers v. 
Henry, 371. 

Separate estate of, not subject to satisfaction of lien for improvements 
thereon, 70. 


MILLS AND DAMS: 


1. In 18738, H. and T. entered into an agreement under seal, by which 
H. “consents for said T, to back water, if necessary, up into his 
field, on condition that said T. will allow H. as much woodland 
along the line fence on south side’ of the river; T. is allowed to 
raise dam 8 or 9 feet high; this agreement to remain good so long 
as T. keeps up a mill; . . . afterwards to be null and void.” 
T. erected a mill and dam, in consequence of which about 12 acres 
of H.’s land were eventually flooded, and H. went into possession 
of about 4 or 5 acres of the woodland, that being about the quantity 
covered originally by the water of the pond: Held— . 

(1) The agreement vested in T. an equitable base or qualified 
fee in an easement to back the water upon H.’s land so long as he, 
or those claiming under him, maintained the mill, and that upon 
T.’s death this estate descended to his heirs. (Base or qualified fees 
defined, and Hill v. Kesler, 67 N. C., 443, commented upon.) Hall v. 
Turner, 292. 

(2) The agreement that H. should have as much land on the 
south side of the river was a condition subsequent to the easement 
so created, and upon the failure of T., or those claiming under him, 
to perform that condition, the easement terminates. Ibid. 

(3) That H.’s right to occupy the land under the condition sub- 
sequent was not restricted to the amount which he entered upon at 
the beginning of the operation of the agreement, but expanded and 
was coextensive with the quantity of land which subsequently be- 
came servient to the overfiow of his land from the erection of the 
dam. Ibid. 

(4) That H. was entitled, under the agreement, to the use of so 
much of T.’s land as T., by the erection of the dam, not only actually 
overflowed, but “sobbed” and made unfit for cultivation, of his 
(H.’s) land. Ibid. 
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MILLS AND DAMS—Continued. 

2, The evidence as to the height of the dam being conflicting, the court | 

properly charged the jury that by a dam 9 feet high is meant such 

a dam as, under given circumstances, will pond the same quantity 

of water that a dam exactly and uniformly 9 feet high under same 
circumstances would pond. Ibid. 


MORTGAGE: 

1. A., being financiaHy embarrassed and without having a homestead 
allotted, executed a mortgag@ upon his only tract of land, of less 
value than $1,000, his wife not joining in the conveyance; the mort- 
gage was filed for registration during a term of the Superior Court, 
at a subsequent day of which a judgment was rendered against him 
and duly docketed: Held, (1) the lien of the judgment was prior 
to that of the mortgage; (2) the conveyance was void, the wife 
not having joined in its execution. Fleming v. Graham, 374. 


2. Moving a house off mortgaged premises does not impair the lien 
- upon it, and a decree of sale, with leave to the purchaser to remove, 
cannot be objected to by the mortgagor. Turner v. Mebane, 413. 


MOTION to dismiss, 73. 
To recommit, 348. 


MURDER: . . 
The only testimony in relation to the fact of the homicide was that wit- 
ness and deceased were standing on opposite sides of the fence, 
engaged in conversation, when prisoner approached and told de- 
ceased he wished to see him a minute, to which deceased replied, 
“Come on, and see me now”; thereupon witness turned to go into 
the house, and as she did so, she heard prisoner say, “What you 
put your hand back there for?’ then she heard a noise like running, 
and then a pistol fired and a body fall, after. which she heard some 
one running off. Deceased was found next morning near the spot, 
with a bullet-hole in his breast: Held, that the evidence disclosed 
no element of manslaughter, and the court committed no error in 
charging the jury that the prisoner was guilty of murder or nothing. 

8S. v. Cox, 508. 


NEGLIGENCE, 338, 364. 

1. What is negligence is a question of law for the court when the facts 
are ascertained; and when the evidence is conflicting, the court 
should instruct the jury that it is or is not negligence, accordingly 
as they might find the facts to exist. Knight v. R. R., 58. 


2. Husband and wife, being sued for the recovery of land, the wife re- 
quested her husband to employ counsel to defend the action, which 
he promised to do, but, being an ignorant man, failed to give the 
Matter attention, and judgment by default was rendered: Held, 
to be excusable neglect on the part of the wife, and the judgment 
against her properly vacated, although she may not have been a 
necessary party to the action. Sikes v. Weatherly, 181. 
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NEGLIGENCE—Continued. 


3. Where the facts urged in support of a motion to vacate a judgment 
in some aspects shows surprise or excusable neglect, the court be- 
low may, in its discretion, allow or deny the motion, and the exer- 
cise of this discretion is not reviewable. Ibid. 


4. Where a railroad company permitted one of its cars to remain for 
several days on a sidetrack, in a public street, in such a position 
that it projected 2 feet on a bridge at a public crossing, and was 
calculated to and did frighten plaintiff’s horse, whereby plaintiff 
received injuries, the company® was guilty of negligence, although 
its other sidetracks may have been occupied fully with other cars 
necessary for the prosecution of its business. Harrell v. R. R., 215. 


5. Evidence that another horse had become frightened at the same ear, 
oh a previous occasion, waS competent to show that it was calcu- 
lated to frighten horses, and negligence in permitting it to remain 
at that place. Ibid. 


6. Upon the facts found by the court (which are set out in the report 
of the case), there was such excusable neglect as warranted the 
trial court in setting aside the judgment. Williams v. R. R., 466. 


NOTICE, 267, 393, 599. 


The notice of appeal from a justice of the peace, when the notice is not 
given on the trial, must be served by an officer. Clark v. Manufac 
turing Co., 111. 


Constructive, 403. 
Of appeal, 84. 


PARTITION: 


A parol partition of lands is a contract relating to lands within the 
purview of the statute of frauds, and therefore not binding. Fort v. 
Allen, 188. 


PLHADING, 333, 411, 423, 431, 604. 


1. A motion to dismiss an action because the complaint does not state 
facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action is a demurrer, and 
should be disregarded unless it specify the particulars of the al- 
leged defect... The objection may be taken ore tenus for the first 
time in the Supreme Court, or the court may, ex mero motu, dis- 
miss the cause; but if a motion is made-by a party to dismiss, he 
will be required to specify the grounds. Hlam v. Barnes, 73. 


2. A complaint alleged that plaintiff had purchased a lot of tobacco from 
defendant, but the latter refusing to deliver, the former had it 
seized under a requisition in claim and delivery; that pending these 
proceedings a proposition was made by defendant and accepted for 
a settlement of all matters in controversy between them; that the 
terms of the settlement were complied with, and claimed damages 
for injuries to the tobacco while defendant was resisting plaintiff’s 
claim to possession: Held, not a good cause of action. Ibid. 


oe if a party relies for his recovery upon a waiver of some material con- 
dition or stipulation connected with the cause of action, he should 
set forth such waiver in his pleadings, but if in the progress of the 
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PLEADING—Continued. 


5: 


8. 


9. 


trial it becomes necessary for him to establish a waiver of some 
incidental requirement on his part, not affecting the substantial 
merits of the action, he may prove it without having pleaded it. 
Manufacturing Co. v. Assurance Co., 176. 


A plaintiff in a creditors’ bill may join cause of action for the recovery 


of an indebtedness not theretofore reduced to judgment; for the 
removal of an insolvent trustee; for the appointment of a receiver; 
to declare a conveyance to the creditor of the principal defendant 
void, and that a prior mortgage shall be foreclosed and the surplus 
money applied to the debts of other creditors; and persons having 
an interest, in these several causes of action should be made parties 
defendant. LeDuc v. Brandt, 289. 


While a plaintiff cannot recover upon a title accruing after the com- 


mencement of an action to recover land, a defendant will be per- 
mitted by an amendment to his answer in the nature of a plea since 
last continuance to plead defects in the plaintiff's title, or matter 
validating his own, which accrued since the action began. Taylor 


wv. Gooch, 387. 
A judgment against a party then dead is irregular and may be set 


aside, within any reasonable time, upon the motion of a person who 
has acquired the interest of such deceased party since the action 
commenced, although such person was not a party to the suit. Ibid. 


In 1871 a judgment in ejectment was rendered against a defendant 


then dead; writ of possession issued in 1882, whereupon a party, 
who had acquired the interest of the deceased defendant, brought 
an action to set it aside, which was decided adversely to him upon 
the ground that his remedy was by motion in the cause; at the next 
term—in 1888—he made the motion: Held, that he had not been 
guilty of laches, and the motion was in apt time. Ibid. 


In action for the recovery of purchase money the plaintiff set up the 


amount of the balance unpaid and how it was due: Held, sufficient. 
Smith v. Arthur, 400. 


Former acquittal or conviction, to be available as a defense, must be 


specially pleaded. S. v. Chancy, 507. 


POLICE REGULATION, 525. 
1. The ordinance of the city of Asheville providing that no person shall 


erect within the city limits any house or building of any kind, or 
add to, improve, or change any building, without having first 
obtained permission from the board of aldermen, is void, for the 
reason that it does not prescribe a uniform rule of action for govern- 
ing the exercise of the discretion of the aldermen, but, on the con- 
trary, leaves the rights of property subject to their arbitrary discre- 
tion. S. vw. Tenant, 609. 


2. And a subsequent ordinance adopted to enforce the provisions of such 


invalid ordinance, by providing penalties against any person who 
shall construct or work upon the construction of any building being 
erected without the required permission, is void upon the same 
ground; and in this case is void upon the further ground that it was 
enacted after the contract to construct the building was entered into 
and the work had commenced. Jdid. 
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PROBATE AND REGISTRATION: 


1. The probate of a lost will must be made before the clerk of the Supe- 
rior Court. McCormick v. Jernigan, 406. 

2. Lost bonds and deeds must be set up in a court of equity. Jbid. 

3. No statute of limitations applies to the probate of a lost will. Ibid. 


PROCKHSS: : 


1. The remedy against a judgment by default because of insufficient 
service of process is either by a special appearance and motion to 
vacate, or, in some cases, by recordart. The party seeking the 
relief cannot enter a special appearance for the purpose only of 
taking an appeal, and thereupon have the regularity of service 
determined. Clark v. Manufacturing Co., 111. 


2. It is essential to the validity of service of summons by publication 
| that the affidavit upon which the order is to be based should set 
forth facts upon which the alleged cause of action is founded, as 
well as those which disclose the necessity that the nonresident de- 
fendant should be made a party, with sufficient particularity to enable 
the court to see and determine that there is a sufficient cause of 
action and defendant is a necessary party thereto. Bacon v. John- | 
son, 114. 


3. When the purpose is to allege a cause of action against a nonresident, 
it is necessary to set forth in the affidavit that he has property in 
the State. Ibid. 


4, Where the court, in refusing to set aside a judgment by default 
rendered upon service by publication, stated in his ruling that “No 
just or reasonable cause has been shown why said judgment should 
be set aside,” it should have found the facts, in order that the cor- 
rectness of this conclusion might be reviewed upon appeal. Jbid. 


PROCESSIONING: 


1. The report of processioners should specify with reasonable precision 
the contentions of the parties, so that the matter in dispute and the 
conclusion arrived at may be made clear. Roberts v. Dickey, 67. 


2, Upon setting aside the report of processioners, it is error to render 


judgment for costs; that can only be done upon the final determina- 
tion of the matter. Jbdid. 


PURCHASE MONEY: 


1. In action for the recovery of purchase money the plaintiff set up the 
amount of the balance unpaid and how it was due: Held, suffi- 
cient. Smith v. Arthur, 400. 


2. The plaintiff affirms a deed which was delivered without his consent 
by suing for the balance due of the consideration. Ibid. 


3. Recital of receipt of the consideration in a deed is not contractual in 
its character so as to preclude recovery of the purchase money due. 
Ibid. 
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RAILROADS: 


1. Where a railroad company permitted one of its cars to remain for 
several days on a sidetrack, in a public street, in such a position that 
it projected 2 feet on a bridge at a public crossing, and was calcu- 
lated to and did frighten plaintiff's horse, whereby plaintiff received 
injuries, the company was guilty of negligence, although its other 
sidetracks may have been oceupied fully with other cars necessary 
for the prosecution of its business. Marrell v. R. R., 215. 


2. Evidence that another horse had become frightened at the ame Car, 
on a previous cocasion, was competent to show that it was calcu- 
lated to frighten horses, and negligence in permitting it to remain 
at that place. Jlid. | 


3. A complaint against two railway companies, one of which is a resi- 
dent but the other is a nonresident corporation, to recover damages 
for injuries resulting from their joint negligence as common carriers, 
does not state such a severable controversy as will authorize the 
removal thereof to the United States courts upon the application of 
the nonresident corporation. Bowley v. R. R., 315. 


4. It is not sufficient to allege in the pleading that the resident corpora- 
tion was joined as defendant to prevent the nonresident corporation 
from removing the cause from a State to the United States courts; 
that fact, if it can be made available at all, must be affirmatively 
established by competent evidence. Ibid. 


5. The consolidation of a railroad not exempt from taxation with one 
which is exempt does not extend the exemption to the property of 
the former, in the absence of clear, unmistakable provisions to that 
effect in the law authorizing the consolidation. R. R. v. Alsbrook. 
137. 


6. The exemption from taxation claimed to have been granted in ch. 78, 
Laws 1833-34, incorporating the Wilmington and Raleigh Railroad 
Company (now the Wilmington and Weldon Railroad Company), 
if valid at all, is confined to the ‘‘main line’—from Wilmington to 
Halifax—and does not extend to or embrace any “branch roads” 
‘which that company was authorized by its charter to construct or 
acquire. Jbdid. : 

7. The acquisition of the Halifax and Weldon Railroad by the Wilming- 
ton and Raleigh Railroad Company (now the Wilmington and Wel- 
don Railroad Company) under the act of 1835-36, did not merge the 
first-named road in the main line of the latter, and hence, the prop- 
erty thereby acquired is not entitled to claim the exemption from 
taxation alleged to have been granted in the charter of the Wil 
mington and Weldon Railroad Company. Ibid. 


8. The rolling stock of the Wilmington and Weldon Railroad Company 
used upon the branch roads, or roads otherwise acquired, ascertained 
by a pro rata standard based on the relative lengths thereof to the 
whole line, is liable to taxation. Ibid. 


9, A common earrier is not exempt from lability for negligence in 
transporting passengers or freight, even though the purpose of the 
shipper or passenger is unlawful and was so Known to all the parties, 
unless the unlawful purpose entered into the cConsiierauon of the 
contract. Waters v. R. R., 338. 
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RAILROADS—Continued. 
10. In an action for damages alleged to have been caused by the failure of 
a railroad company to ship freight at a time stipulated, it was error 
to submit to the jury the question of damages caused by the deten- 
tion en route of the freight shipped under a subsequent contract— ~ 
especially as the complaint did not contain any allegation of a 
breach in that respect. Ibid. 


Liability for damages in constructing road, 325. 


RAPE: 


1. Two or more persons may be guilty of the single crime of rape, and 
be jointly indicted therefor. S. v. Jordan, 491. 


2. Upon the trial of an indictment for rape, the prosecutrix swore that 
one of the defendants held her while the other perpetrated the crime, 
and neither she nor her husband (who was present) assented to the 
act; the defendants admitted the carnal intercourse, but testified 
that it was with prosecutrix’s consent, and, to break down her testi- 
mony, proposed to show by her examination on the preliminary 
hearing before a justice of the peace—which had been reduced to 
writing by the magistrate, but had not been signed—that she had 
then stated her husband told her to allow defendant to have inter-. 
course with her; the justice of the peace did not remember what 
she had sworn in that respect, nor could he refresh his memory by 
reference to the paper, but testified that the document was a correct 
statement of what she swore: Held, (1) that the proposed evidence 
was relevant and pertinent, although the witness had not heen given 
opportunity to admit or deny the statement; (2) that the paper, 
while not competent as substantive evidence, was competent for the 
purpose offered. Ibid. 


RECHIVER, 230. 


Clerk Superior Court receiver of minors’ estate, and bond liable there- 
for, 62. 


RECORD, TRANSCRIPT OF, 414. 


The Supreme Court will not consider an appeal from a motion to set 
aside the orders, decrees, etc., in an action or special proceeding, for 
irregularities, unless the transcript contains a record of such action 
or proceeding; and where it appears that the original record has 
been lost or destroyed, the cause will be remanded, to the end that 
the record may be properly supplied. Coz v. Jones, 309. 


REFERENCE: 


1, In a reference involving the validity of a deed, the referee should find 
the facts one way or the other in respect to the bona fides of the 
conveyance, and the finding should either be reviewed by the tria] 
court or submitted to the jury under a proper issue; and where the 
referee has failed to pass on this question, the proper practice is to 
move to recommit with instructions to find the fact. Blalock v. 
Manufacturing COo., 99. 


2, The fact that referee fails to find certain facts is not ground for 
exception, but is ground for motion to recommit with instructions. 
Tilley v. Bivens, 348. 
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REGISTRATION OF ELECTORS: 


1. The provision in the statute (ch. 287, sec. 3, Laws of 1889) that no 
registration shall be valid unless it specifies, as near as may be, the 
age, occupation, residence, etc., of the elector, is in conformity with 
the Constitution and is mandatory in its terms, and he who seeks to 
vote without complying therewith must show that he offered to do 
all that was required of him and was prevented by the fault of the 
registration officers. Harris v. Scarborough, 232. 


2. A response to the inquiry as to the place of birth and residence of the 
voter, giving the name of the county, is sufficient compliance with 
the statute in that respect, but a response giving only the name of 
the State is too indefinite, and a registration thereon is invalid. 
Ibid. 


3. Where it appeared that the registrar read to each person applying to 
register the inquiry printed at the head of the columns of the regis- 
tration books furnished him, he discharged his duty in that respect, 
and it was the duty of the elector to make his response sufficiently 
specific to meet the purposes of the law. Jbid. 


RELIGIOUS ASSOCIATIONS: 


In an action to recover damages for injuries alleged to have been received 
by the plaintiff while assisting as an employee in the erection of 
a church, it appeared that defendants were members of a committee 
appointed by the church organization for which the building was 
being erected, to supervise its construction, but they had no other 
interest, except as members of the church, in the construction: 
Held, (1) that the evidence did not establish the relation of master 
and servant between the plaintiff and defendants; (2) that the 
defendants were not proprietors or contractors, and in no aspect 
liable to plaintiff for his alleged injuries. Wilson v. Clark, 364. 


REMAINDER: 
Testamentary disposition construed as, 6. 


REMOVAL OF CAUSE: 


1. When the petition and bond required by the act of Congress regulating 
the removal of causes from State to Federal courts have been duly 
filed, the jurisdiction of the State courts ceases at once; and hence, 
where such petition and bond were offered, but before any order was 
made thereon, the plaintiff was permitted to amend his complaint in 
such way as would deprive the Federal court of jurisdiction, there 
was error. Winslow v. Collins, 119. 


2. A complaint against two railway companies, one of which is a resi- 
dent but the other is a nonresident corporation, to recover damages 
for injuries resulting from their joint negligence as common car- 
riers, does not state such a severable controversy as will authorize 
the removal to the United States courts upon the application of the 
nonresident corporation. Bowley v. R. R., 315. 


8. It is not sufficient to allege in the pleading that the resident corpo- 
ration was joined as defendant to prevent the nonresident corpora- 
tion from removing the cause from a State to a United States court; 
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REMOVAL OF CAUSE—Continued. 


that fact, if it can be made available at all, must be affirmatively 
established by competent evidence. Ibid. 


4, The jurisdiction of State courts over the persons and subject-matter 
enumerated in the act of Congress (Rev. Stat.,.sec. 648) does not 
cease upon the filing of the petition for removal in the Circuit 
Court; that result follows only when the petition setting forth the 
facts required by the statute has been duly filed, and the appro- 
priate writ has been issued and made known to the State court. 
8. v. Sullivan, 518. 


ROADS AND HIGHWAYS: 


1. No one, in the absence of special authority from the Legislature or 
the board of county commissioners, has the right to erect and main- 
tain a bridge or ferry within such a distance of a duly authorized 
tollbridge as will divert from the latter the custom which in the 
ordinary course of travel, would pass over it, whether that distance 
be greater or less than five miles. Tollbridge Co. v. Flowers, 381. 


2. The distance of five miles prescribed in the statute (The Code, sec. 
2099) in reference to ferries is five miles in a direct straight line 
from the ferry first established. Ibid. 


RULES OF SUPERIOR COURT PRACTICE, 511. 


SALH, 15. 
For TAXES. 


1. The plaintiff, claiming under a tax sie: in his complaint alleged that 
the land (describing it by metes and bounds) had been allotted 
to defendant as a homestead; that the said land had been duly listed 
for taxation, and, upon failure of the owner, the ‘said land” was 
sold for taxes: Held, there was an irresistible inference that the 
entire tract was sold, and no one but the county (under the Rev. 
Act of 1885) being entitled to purchase the whole tract, a sale to an 
individual was void. Tucker v. Tucker, 338. 


2. This inference is not rebutted by an agreed statement of facts that 
the land was duly listed, the tax lists placed in the hands of the 
collector, and that advertisements and sales were made, there being 
no statement as to the manner in which the sale was made. Ibid. 


3. The presumption that one who makes a sale of land for taxes has 
complied with the requirements of the law regulating such sales 
does not arise until after the deed to be made thereupon has neon 
executed. Jbid. 


For ASSETS. 


An administrator in 1860 filed a petition to sell lands for assets; the 
heirs of the intestate were made parties, the infants being repre- 
sented by guardian ad litem; license was granted to sell subject to 
widow’s dower, and the land not covered by dower was sold, report 
made and sale confirmed. In 1866, without further orders or notice 
(the guardian ad litem having died), the administrator sold the 
reversion in the land covered by the dower, the heirs at law being 
present, but the record did not show any report or confirmation. 
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SALE—(Continued. 


The proceeding had never been transferred to the Superior Court: 

but in 1882 the purchaser filed a petition stating the facts and asking 
an order amending the record nunc pro tunc, and for confirmation, 
which was granted. The heirs were not parties to this petition. 

It appeared that the sale and purchase were in good faith, and the 
proceeds properly applied in the administration. In 1891 the heirs 
made a motion to set. aside the sale: Held, (1) that the sale in 
1866 was authorized by the license of 1860; (2) that while there 
was irregularity in the failure to report and confirm the sale of the 
reversion, and the heirs at law should have been made parties to the. 
proceeding to amend and confirm in 1882, yet the court, under the 
circumstances, did not commit error in refusing to set aside the 
sale. Adams v. Howard, 15. 


Or Liquor. See Liquor, sale of. 


SLANDER: 


1. Damages for slander cannot be set up as a counterclaim to an action 
for debt. Milling Co. v. Finley, 411. 


2, Where, upon such plea, on the intimation of the court an appeal was 
taken: Held, the appeal was premature. Ibid. 


STATUTE: 


1. The distance of five miles prescribed in the statute (The Code, sec. 
2099) in reference to ferries, is five miles in a direct straight line 
from the ferry first established. TYollvridge Co. v. Flowers, 381. 


2. The power conferred upon the Superior Courts by The Code, sec. 
908, to amend any process, pleading, or proceeding begun before a 
justice of the peace is unrestricted, save only that the effect of the 
amendment must not change the nature of the offense originally 
intended to be charged. It is not necessary that the amendment 
should have the concurrence of the justice of the peace who heard 
the cause, nor that the amended charge should be resworn. SQ. v. 
Norman, 484. 


8. The act of 1899, ch. 444, making it an indictable offense to procure 
advances by false promises to begin work, is not unconstitutional. 
The gist of the offense is not the obtaining the advances and after- 
‘wards refusing to perform the labor, but in the fraudulent intent 
at the time of obtaining the advances and making the promise. 
Ibid. 


4. Where, upon a promise to begin ee on the following Monday, the 
prosecutor made advances to the defendant, and the latter failed, 
and was arrested on complaint of prosecutor on Tuesday: Held, to 
be a failure to begin work within the meaning of the statute. Ibid. 


5. A justice of the peace is not guilty of a violation of the statute (The 
Code, sec. 906) by failing to make report to the clerk of the Superior 
Court when there have been no criminal cases disposed of by him 
within the time therein prescribed. 8S. v. Latham, 490. 


6. Statutes depriving courts of jurisdiction once attached are strictly 
construed, and every requirement of such statute must be met 
before the court will.yield its jurisdiction. 8S. v, Sullivan, 5138. 
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STATUTE—Continued. 
7. The statute, ch. 4, Private Laws 1891, prohibiting the manufacture of 
spirituous liquors within three miles of the Orphans’ Home, near 
Barium Springs, Iredeli County, without the written permission of 
the superintendent of the home, is a constitutional exercise of the 
power of police regulations, and operates on those who, at and 
before the time of its enactment, were engaged in the manufacture 
of such liquors within the prescribed territory. S. v. Barringer, 

525. 


8. The fact that, upon the destruction of a portion of the buildings con- 
nected with the home, the inmates were removed temporarily to 
another place while the buildings were reconstructed, did not have 
the effect to suspend the operation of the statute. Ibid. 


9, An act may be in part a public statute and in part a private one. Ibid. 
Unconstitutional, 538. 


SUPERIOR COURT, Rules of Practice, 511, 


SURETY: 


On official bond, 62. 
When discharged, 311. 


SURFACE WATER: 
1. Respecting the drainage or diversion of surface water, a railroad 
company enjoys the same (but no greater) privileges as any other 
 landowner—that is, a right to cause it to flow in its natural chan- 
nel.. Jenkins v. R. R., 488. 


2. Discussion by Crarx, J., and Merrimon, C. J., as to the rights and 
duties of those draining land and flooding surface water upon the 
lands of others. Ibid. 


TAXATION: 

1. The power of taxation being essential to the life of government, ex- 
emptions therefrom are regarded as in derogation of sovereign 
authority and common right, and will never be presumed. AR. R. 
v. Alsbrook, 137. 


2. The grant of an exemption from taxation must be expressed by words 
too plain to be mistaken; if a doubt arise as to the intent of the 
Legislature, that doubt must be resolved in favor of the State. Ibid. 


3. The grant of an exemption from taxation without some consideration 
or equivalent therefor. received by the State does not constitute a 
contract, but a privilege merely, which may be recalled at the 
pleasure of the Legislature. Ibid. 


4. The consolidation of a railroad not exempt from taxation with one 
which is exempt does not extend the exemption to the property 
of the former, in the absence of clear, unmistakable provisions to 
that effect in the law authorizing the consolidation. Jbid. 


5. The exemption from taxation claimed to have been granted in ch. 78, 
Laws 1833-34, incorporating the Wilmington and Raleigh Railroad 
Company (now the Wilmington and Weldon Railroad Company), if 
valid at all, is confined to the “main line’—-from Wilmington to 


494 


INDEX. 


TAXATION—Continued. 


Halifax—and does not extend to or embrace any “branch roads” 
which that company was authorized by its charter to construct or 
acquire. Ibid. 


‘ 6. The acquisition of the Halifax and Weldon Railroad by the Wilming- 
ton and Raleigh Railroad Company (now the Wilmington and Wel- 
don Railroad Company) under the act of 1835-36, did not merge the 
first-named road in the main line of the latter, and hence, the prop- 
erty thereby acquired is not entitled to claim the exemption from 
taxation alleged to have been granted in the charter of the Wilming- 
ton and Weldon Railroad Company. IJbid. 


7. The rolling stock of the Wilmington and Weldon Railroad Company 
used upon the branch roads, or roads otherwise acquired, ascer- 
tained by a pro rata standard based on the relative lengths thereof 
to the whole line, is liable to taxation. Ibid. 

For local municipal improvements, 32. 

Sale of land for nonpayment of taxes, 338. 

License tax on trade, 597. 


TRESPASS: 


In an action for trespass quare clausum fregit the burden is upon 
plaintiff to prove title or actual possession of the locus in quo. 
Hulse v. Brantley, 134. 


TRIAL: 


1. When the evidence upon an issue is conflicting, it is error in the 
court to direct the jury to return a verdict for one of the parties— 
the jury alone being the judge of the weight of evidence. Buffkin 
v. Eason, 264. 


2. An appeal, from a refusal to render judgment upon the pleadings, 
taken before the trial, will not be considered. The proper practice 
is to enter the motion, and; if it is refused, note an exception and 
proceed with the trial. Cameron .v. Bennett, 277. 


8. Upon the trial of an action involving the regularity of an election, 
there was evidence tending to show that the returns from one voting 
place had been altered surreptitiously by a friend and partisan of the 
defendant: Held, that the declaration of such partisan, not made 
in the presence of the defendant, was not competent—he not having 
been examined as a witness. Merrill v. Whitmire, 367. 


4, The Supreme Court will not assume that the facts stated in an assign- 
ment of error are true, when the case on appeal, settled by the trial 
judge, contains no statement of such facts, Ibid. 


5. Requests for special instructions should be in writing and presented 
to the court before the close of the evidence. Jbid. 


6. Where the State relies upon circumstantial evidence of such kind that 
each circumstance is a necessary link, an instruction to the jury 
that it is incumbent on the State to establish each circumstance 
beyond a reasonable doubt would be proper; but where various 
independent circumstances are relied upon to establish a fact, an 
instruction that the jury must be satisfied, upon the whole evidence, 
of the guilt of the defendant, is sufficient. S..v. Crane, 580. 
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TRIAL—Continued. 

7. Upon a motion to set aside a verdict on the ground that a juror had 
been tampered with, the finding by the trial judge of the fact that 
the juror had not been influenced by the effort to tamper with him 
is conclusive. Ibid. | \ 

TRUST AND TRUSTEES, 399, 169, 403. | 

In 1870 defendant purchased land at sale under execution and took the 
sheriff’s deed therefor, upon which he endorsed, under seal, an agree- 
ment that he held the land for the joint benefit of one M. and himself, 
subject to the condition that the lands were to. stand as security for 
a debt due himself and then a debt to one W., and after payments of 
purchase money any profits realized were to be equally divided 
between M. and himself. M. died intestate before all the lands were 
sold, when defendant sold as trustee at public sale for a fair price, 
and the purchaser failing to make payment, reconveyed to defendant, 
who settled with M.’s administrator, accounting with him for the 
share to which M. would have been entitled. In an action by M.’s 
heirs at law for an account and sale and partition: Held, (1) that 
defendant and M., by virtue of the agreement endorsed on ‘sheriff's 
deed, became equitable tenants in common of the lands, and upon 
M.’s death his estate descended to his heirs at law; (2) that the 
defendant had no power to make the sale of lands after M.’s death, 
and his attempted sale was void, and the settlement with and pay- 
ment to the administrator were not binding on the heirs of M.; (3) 
that the defendant was the trustee of an express trust, and the 
statute of limitations did not bar plaintiff’s cause of action; (4) 
that M.’s administrator was not a necessary party to the action, 
though defendant was entitled to have him brought in if he so 
desired, Maxwell v. Barringer, 76. 

University of North Carolina has power to take and execute trust, 26. 


UNDERTAKING: 
Liability of sureties upon, 220. 
UNIVERSITY: ; 


Has power to take and execute trusts, 26. 


VENDOR AND VENDEBE: 

The vendor, in a parol contract to convey land, will not be permitted to 
evict a vendee who has entered and made improvements, until the 
latter has been repaid the purchase money and compensated for 
betterments. Vann v. Newsom, 122. 


VERDICT: 

1. Upon a motion to set aside a verdict on the ground that a juror had 
been tampered with, the finding by the trial judge of the fact that 
the juror had not been influenced by the effort to tamper with him 
is conclusive. 8S. v. Crane, 5380. 


2. Upon the trial of an indictment charging the defendants with the 
prosecution of a certain trade without paying a tax and procuring 
a license, in violation of a municipal ordinance, the jury returned a 
special verdict, but failed to find the facts in reference to the pay- 
ment of the tax and issuance of the license: Held, that the verdict 
was fatally defective. 8S. v. Yount, 597. 
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VIEWING PREMISES, 438. 


VOTERS: 

1. While the Genera] Assembly snaiibt add to the qualifications pre- 
scribed by: the Constitution for voters, it has the power, and it is 
its duty, to enact such registration laws as will protect the rights of 
duly qualified voters; and no person is entitled to vote until he has 
complied with the requirements of those laws. Harris v. Scar- 
borough, 282. 


2, Where there has been no registration at all, the votes cast cannot be 
counted by proving that none but duly qualified electors voted; 
possibly this principle might be relaxed where a fraudulent con- 
spiracy to deprive the voters of the right of suffrage is shown; and 
it does not apply where the Legislature has failed to. provide means 
for registration. Tbid. . 


3. Where a voter offers to comply with the laws in reference to regis- 
tration, but is prevented by the wrongful conduct of the registrar, 
his vote should be received and counted, but a vote cast upon an 
invalid registration should be rejected. Ibid. 


WAIVER: 


1. If a party relies for his recovery upon a waiver of some material con- 
dition or stipulation connected with the cause of action, he should 
set forth such waiver in his pleadings; but if in the progress of the 
trial it becomes necessary for him to establish a waiver of some 
incidental requirement on his part, not affecting the substantial 
merits of the action, he may prove it without having piesees it. 

4 Manufacturing Co. v. Assurance Co., 176. 


2. The stipulation usually inserted in policies of insurance that no agent 
of the insurer is authorized to change the terms of the contract, and 
that such terms shall not be waived except in writing endorsed on 
the policy, does not extend to conditions to be performed after a loss 
is incurred. Dibbrell v. Insurance Co., 193. 


3. The authority conferred by an insurance company upon its agent in 
adjusting a loss to require or dispense with the production of papers, 
under a stipulation to that effect in the policy, necessarily involves 
the authority to waive compliance with another stipulation requiring 
suits to be brought within a specified time. Ibid. 

4, And where such agent did, from time to time, make successive de- 
mands for books and papers, the production of which necessarily 
consumed the time within which suit was required to be brought 
by a stipulation in its policy, the said stipulation was waived, and 
the insurer was estopped from insisting on its enforcement. Ibid. 


WATER SUPPLY, contract to furnish, 449. 


WILL: 


1. A testamentary disposition will never be construed to be an executory 
devise if it is possible to give a effect as a remainder. Watson ». 
Smith, 6. 
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 WILL—Continued. | 
2, Under a devise to W. for life, and at his death to such child or chil- 


dren of W. that might then be living, and should he die without 
issue, then to G., concurrent contingent remainders were created for 


the use of the children of W. and the said G., the latter to take 


effect in the event the limitation to the former should fail to take 
effect. Ibid. 


3. An assignment of an interest in an executory devise or contingent 


remainder will be enforced in equity, if free from fraud and founded 
upon a valuable consideration. Ibid. 


4. A testator devised to the trustees of the University of North Caro- 


7 


lina a fund wherewith to establish a professorship of agricultural 
chemistry; a contest as to the validity of the will having arisen, 
a compromise was agreed upon by the parties interested, whereby 
the will was admitted to probate and the trustees received a certain 
sum—less than the amount of the original bequest—in settlement: 
Held, (1) the University had the capacity to take and execute the 
trust created and imposed by the will; (2) that it took the fund 
received, not by virtue of the compromise, but under the will; (3) 


that it took the. fund for the purpose of the trust, and not for its 


general business purposes, and therefore it was not subject to any 
proceeding to apply it to the debts of the University. Brewer v. 
University, 26. 


. A devisee is not compelled to make an election until he has had an 


opportunity to determine on which side his interest lies, but there 
must not be such unreasoriable delay as to injure rights acquired 
by others, Vann v. Newsom, 122. 


. Where the devisee of a tract of land charged with the payment af 


a legacy had been in possession, under a verbal promise from the 
devisor to convey, for several years before the death of the testator, 
made no election until more than three years, and when he was 
sued by the executors to enforce the charge: Held, that he might 
then make his election, and was not barred by the lapse of time 
from setting up his claim for betterments. Jbid. 


. In such case the decree should direct a sale of the land, and that the 


proceeds should be applied first to the satisfaction of the sum ascer 
tained to be due the defendant vendee for betterments, and then, if 
there is a surplus, to the payment of the amount charged upon the 


land by the will. Jbid. 


8. The probate of a lost will must be made before the clerk of the Supe- 
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rior Court. McCormick v. Jernigan, 406. 


. No statute of limitations applies to the probate of a lost wili. Ibid. 
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